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ABSTRACT 
This study examined explicit and systematic reading instruction for Hispanic, 
limited English, lower SES students in a southwest Florida school district. Additionally, 
collective teacher efficacy was assessed to determine if differences existed between a 
Reading First and a non-Reading First school. A total of 68 students participated in the 
study and were divided equally between a Reading First and non-Reading First school. 
While the Reading First school concentrated resources on grades 2 and 3, all students 
received some degree of Reading First strategies. Available reading measures for 
analyses at the time of the study included the Group Reading Assessment and Diagnostic 
Evaluation (GRADE), the Florida Comprehensive Assessment Test (FCAT), and the 
Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS). 
Results from two-way analyses of variance (ANOVA) did not reveal significant 
differences between the two groups on a pre and posttest administration of the GRADE. 
When the two groups were combined, repeated measures ANOVA indicated a significant 
difference between pre and post administrations of the GRADE with the posttest being 
significantly higher. Grades 4 and 5 showed significant gains between pre and posttest 
while grades 2 and 3 did not. It was hypothesized that as students’ English proficiency 
improved, reading instruction became more meaningful and thus positively influenced 
the posttest. Both the GRADE and the DIBELS Oral Reading Fluency test were 
significantly correlated with the FCAT. Regression analyses revealed that both were 
significant predictors individually and combined of the FCAT reading score. 
Collective teacher efficacy was assessed with the short-form of the Collective 
Teacher Efficacy Scale (CTES). A total of 38 Reading First teachers and 30 non-Reading 
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First teachers completed the CTES and a brief biographical questionnaire. Results 
indicated significantly higher collective teacher efficacy in the non-Reading First school. 
Findings did not support the hypothesis that the intensity of the Reading First program 
and the teacher training required would result in significantly higher collective efficacy. 
Differences in level of teacher education, experience, and years teaching in a school were 
speculated as potential variables influencing the level of collective efficacy. Implications 
from this study were discussed along with recommendations for future research. 
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CHAPTER ONE  
PROBLEM STATEMENT AND DESIGN COMPONENTS 
 
Introduction 
 The number of English language learners in the U.S. public schools has increased 
dramatically over the last decade. During the 2000-2001 school year, there were more 
than 4.5 million students learning English. This number represented an increase of 32 
percent over the 1997-98 school year (Miller, 2003). The 2002 National Center for 
Education Statistics (NCES) report revealed that 9.64% of public school students were 
acquiring English as a second language (ESL) and among those, 79% were Spanish 
speakers. The rise in enrollment for these students has been continuous and particularly in 
the state of Florida. During the 2001-2002 school year, 20.4% of Florida’s public school 
students were identified as Hispanic (NCES, 2002). As the percentage of ESL students 
continues to grow in U.S. public schools, the need for effective and appropriate 
instructional practices becomes increasingly significant. As noted by Miller, this issue 
has been further complicated by state budget decreases and new legislative requirements. 
 The No Child Left Behind (NCLB) (U.S. Department of Education, 2004) 
legislation of 2001 mandated that all students, including those acquiring English, 
demonstrate significant academic gains. The law specifically required that all students 
show annual yearly progress and read on grade level by the 2013-2014 academic year. 
This requirement presents a particular challenge to a group of students who have shown 
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increasingly wider gaps in achievement when compared to native English speakers 
(Lopez & Tashakkori, 2003).   ESL students are confronted with the task of learning 
English while acquiring academic skills simultaneously.  According to Collier (1989), 
young children entering the U.S. with little or no instruction in their primary language 
may need 7 to 10 years to attain average reading achievement in English. These students 
face considerable pressure to acquire reading skills at a rapid pace with the expectation 
that they meet the same academic standards as monolingual students (Miller, 2003). 
According to a National Assessment of Educational Progress report (NAEP) (U.S. 
Department of Education, 1999), approximately 60% of Hispanic students at the fourth 
grade level were below basic proficiency in reading. In Florida, third grade students who 
do not pass the Florida Comprehensive Assessment Test (FCAT) risk multiple grade 
retentions. Hispanic students accounted for 29% of the retained third graders in Florida 
for the 2003-04 academic year (FASP, 2003).  
 Historically, there have been numerous, and sometimes conflicting programmatic 
and instructional approaches implemented to address ESL students’ English literacy 
skills. Programs have ranged from English only to first language only instruction with 
variations in the amount of time instruction was provided in the first language. More 
recently and at the national level, the Reading First program was initiated in all states as a 
part of the NCLB act with federal funds to support it. The program’s research-based 
strategies provide systematic and explicit instruction in the areas of phonemic awareness, 
phonics, fluency, vocabulary, and comprehension (Just Read, Florida!, n/d). As 
implemented in Florida, Reading First was developed to increase reading skills for both 
monolingual and ESL students alike. Teachers have received specific training in reading 
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instruction that coincides with the theoretical foundations and research identified by 
Reading First. Due to its recency in implementation, little was known about the 
program’s effectiveness with ESL students. In view of the reported acquisition time by 
Collier (1989) for some ESL students to master academic skills, together with the No 
Child Left Behind mandates, the need to critically examine reading methods and insure 
that the most effective are being taught to ESL students would seem more paramount 
now than ever. 
 In addition to instructional methodologies and program types, numerous other 
factors contribute to student success. One factor that has shown a positive relationship 
with student achievement is collective teacher efficacy (CTE). Based upon Bandura’s 
(1977, 1986, & 1997) social cognitive theory and research on individual teacher efficacy, 
collective efficacy refers to the belief of teachers in a school that they will, as a whole, 
have a positive effect on student outcomes (Goddard, Hoy, & Hoy, 2000). According to 
Goddard et al., collective efficacy has received relatively little research when compared 
to a much larger body of studies examining the relationship between student achievement 
and teacher self-efficacy. Further, there were few studies examining the relationship of 
CTE to school-wide implemented programs such as Reading First. In Reading First 
schools, it would seem logical that teachers must, as a group, perceive that they have the 
abilities to implement the specific strategies if the program is to be successful. For those 
schools where the majority of teachers have been trained in Reading First, it could be 
questioned whether the systematic and highly explicit nature of Reading First instruction 
could foster collective efficacy beliefs.  
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Statement of Purpose   
 The purpose of this study was twofold: First, it attempted to determine whether 
Reading First ESL participants showed different levels of reading achievement when 
compared to a group of ESL students who did not attend a Reading First school. Second, 
it compared teachers’ collective efficacy between the Reading First and non-Reading 
First schools. The researcher anticipated that the outcome of this study could provide 
contributions to the current knowledge about the benefits of systematic and explicit 
reading instruction for ESL students. Additionally, findings could have implications 
pertaining to the relationship between the Reading First program’s philosophy and 
methodology, and collective teacher efficacy beliefs.  
 
Research Questions       
1. What are the reading achievement levels of a Reading First group and a non-
Reading First group of ESL students after a posttest on the Total Test and the 
individual subtests of the Group Reading Assessment and Diagnostic 
Evaluation (GRADE), (Williams, 2002)?   
2. Is there a significant difference between the two groups in the amount of 
progress made during the 2004-2005 school year as shown by the GRADE? 
3. What is the correlation between scores on the Dynamic Indicators of Basic 
Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS), (Good & Kaminski, 2001) and GRADE 
scores for the Reading First group? 
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4. What is the correlation between Total Score on the GRADE and the Florida 
Comprehensive Assessment Test (FCAT) for third, fourth, and fifth grade 
students in the Reading First and non-Reading First groups? 
5. Can the GRADE and/or DIBELS scores serve as predictors of the FCAT 
Reading score? 
6. Is there a significant difference in collective teacher efficacy, as assessed by 
the Collective Teacher Efficacy Scale (CTES) (Goddard, 2002), between the 
Reading First and the non-Reading First school? 
 
Definition of Terms 
 1. English as a Second Language (ESL) – For purposes of this study, the 
definition of ESL was identical to that of the Reading First program in defining limited 
English proficient students (Just Read Florida!, n/d). As such, ESL students are those 
who were not born in the U.S. and have a native language other than English, or were 
born in the U.S. but whose language at home is other than English. As a result of these 
factors, ESL students have difficulty speaking, understanding, reading, and/or writing 
English.   
 2. English for Speakers of Other Languages (ESOL) – The Florida Department of 
Education (2000-2001) has defined ESOL as “instruction in English/Language Arts, 
regardless of delivery model approach” (p.3). For this study, ESOL is used to identify 
programmatic and instructional services for ESL students as provided in the specific 
district where the study was implemented. Participants in ESOL have met state and local 
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eligibility requirements and receive varying levels of academic and language 
interventions. Services range from self-contained placement, individual and small group 
tutoring, to yearly monitoring of academic progress by ESOL personnel. Students in this 
study received inclusion ESOL services. 
 3. Reading First – As a part of the NCLB Act, Reading First is a research based 
combination of systematic and explicit strategies for reading instruction. In Florida, it has 
been implemented by Just Read, Florida! (n/d) through the Florida State Department of 
Education.  Reading First is a K-3 program designed to prevent reading difficulties rather 
than remediate them. Instruction is provided in the regular classroom setting by trained 
regular classroom teachers. Major components emphasized in the program include 
phonological awareness, phonics, vocabulary, comprehension, and fluency. The 
program’s content also addresses spelling and writing skills. Additionally, Reading First 
teachers are trained to provide specialized strategies for ESL students. Reading First does 
not require specific materials for reading instruction but does train teachers to use books 
and other materials adopted by the school and district. 
 4. Collective Teacher Efficacy (CTE) – According to Bandura (1997), collective 
teacher efficacy is defined as “a group’s shared belief in its conjoint capabilities to 
organize and execute the courses of action required to produce given levels of 
attainments” (p. 477). Bandura further stated that collective efficacy is an evolving 
attribute of the group and not merely a summed total of the individuals’ personal efficacy 
beliefs. For purposes of this study, and consistent with Goddard, Hoy, and, Hoy (2000) 
and Goddard’s (2002) definition, collective efficacy was defined as the beliefs of teachers 
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in a school that their efforts as a collective whole would have a beneficial and positive 
effect on student outcomes. 
 
Assumptions and Limitations 
The following assumptions and limitations appear applicable to this study: 
1. The samples selected for this study were lower SES, elementary school age, 
Spanish-speaking students in Southwest Florida who had demonstrated limited 
English proficiency. Generalizations from the findings are limited to similar 
populations. 
2. There is limited ability to insure that teachers will use Reading First strategies 
consistently throughout the school year. However, assessment of Reading First 
students with the DIBELS four times during the year serves as a monitoring 
process. Students who are consistently deficient in skills would alert the school’s 
Reading First coach and school administration of possible instructional 
deficiencies. 
3. There is limited ability to insure equal quality of ESOL tutoring and academic 
instruction within the individual classes. 
4. Collective teacher efficacy, reading achievement, and Reading First methodology 
are not necessarily cause and effect relationships. Other factors may exist that 
were not identified in this study, such as student ability, the influence of previous 
teachers, parental involvement in the students’ education, and the individual 
school’s leadership characteristics. 
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5. The measurement of collective teacher efficacy is limited to that as defined and 
validated by Goddard, Hoy, and Hoy (2000), and Goddard (2002). 
6. It is assumed that Reading First trained teachers conscientiously implemented the 
program’s strategies to students selected for this study. It is also assumed that the 
DIBELS, FCAT and GRADE tests were administered in a standardized fashion 
and subsequently scored and recorded accurately in the district’s database.   
7. A percentage of students in this study had some formal schooling in countries 
other than the U.S. Academic records from these countries were not available for 
this study. As a result, the actual length of formal schooling for all students could 
not be determined and could vary according to grade levels. Establishing the 
equivalency of reading levels prior to the study would contribute to reducing this 
limitation. 
 
Data Collection and Instrumentation
Permission was obtained from a southwest Florida school district’s Research 
Oversight Committee to conduct this study. Principals from a Reading First (Elementary 
A) and a non-Reading First (Elementary B) school gave permission for their schools to 
participate and to release student identification numbers. Copies of the principal 
permission forms are provided in Appendices C and D. Student identification numbers 
were then used to access test scores and other data from the district’s electronic 
databases. 
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At Elementary A, a sample of 34 students was identified with an equal number 
located at Elementary B who met criteria for selection. Subjects were selected who met 
the following: (a) were limited English proficient as defined by the Bilingual Verbal 
Ability Tests (BVAT) (Muñoz-Sandoval, Cummins, Alvarado, & Ruef, 1998, (b) 
participated in ESOL during the 2004-2005 school year, (c) had no prior grade retentions, 
(d) were not identified as learning disabled, language impaired, or emotionally 
handicapped (e) had been tested with the Group Reading Assessment and Diagnostic 
Evaluation (GRADE) (Williams, 2002) during May 2004 and again in May 2005, (e) 
were students in grades 2 through 5 in either Elementary A or B, (f) were determined to 
have Spanish as their first language, and (g) participated in the district’s free or reduced 
cost lunch program. Students meeting all criteria but who had not attended the Reading 
First school for the entire year were excluded. Students in both groups were participants 
in regular mainstream classrooms and received services through the ESOL program 
during the 2004-2005 school year. In both schools, ESOL was an English only program 
and provided inclusion tutoring by paraprofessionals under the direction of the classroom 
teacher.   
In addition to the GRADE and BVAT as described above, other instruments used 
in this study included the Developmental Reading Assessment (DRA), (Beaver, 1997), 
the Flynt-Cooter Reading Inventory (FCRI) (Flynt & Cooter, 1998), the Florida 
Comprehensive Assessment Test (FCAT), the Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early 
Literacy Skills (DIBELS) (Good & Kaminski, 2001), and the Collective Teacher Efficacy 
Scale – Short Form (CTES) (Goddard, 2002). Additionally, a brief biographical Teacher 
Questionnaire (Appendix B) was developed by the researcher and given to all teachers at 
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both schools for completion. Data from the DRA, and FCRI were used to first establish 
reading levels for the two groups during the 2003-2004 school year and at the initial 
participation of students in the Reading First program. Test data from the GRADE 
administered in May 2004 and May 2005 were obtained from the school district’s 
electronic database Data Warehouse. The two administrations of the GRADE served as  
pre- and posttest measures for gauging reading achievement.  
The DIBELS assessment was an integral and state required part of the Reading 
First program. All 34 Elementary A participants were administered the DIBELS during 
May 2005. For students in grade 2, scores were available and analyzed on the DIBELS 
Nonsense Word Fluency and Oral Reading Fluency tests. For students in grades 3-5, only 
the Oral Reading Fluency test from the DIBELS was administered.    
To assess collective teacher efficacy in each school, a packet for each teacher was 
created and delivered to both Elementary A and B. Each packet contained a Teacher 
Questionnaire (Appendix B), the collective teacher efficacy measure (CTES) (Appendix 
A), two Teacher Consent forms (Appendix E), and an envelope. All packets were 
delivered two weeks before the end of the teachers’ contract. The teachers returned their 
sealed envelopes to each principal who then provided them to the researcher at the end of 
the final week of school in May 2005. Teachers at Elementary A and B at all six grade 
levels and the Exceptional Student Education programs completed the CTES and Teacher 
Questionnaire except for third grade teachers at Elementary B. By the end of May 2005, 
no CTES or questionnaires had been returned by this group of teachers. 
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Data Analysis 
All data were entered into a research database using the Statistical Package for 
the Social Sciences: Graduate Pack 11.5 for Windows (SPSS, 2002) for the purpose of 
analysis. Data were grouped according to the questions of this study. Significance for all 
statistical analyses was determined at the .05 level.  
 The first research question of the study addressed the reading achievement levels 
of the two groups of students after the final administration of the GRADE in May 2005. 
Descriptive statistics including means and standard deviations were calculated for each 
group on the Total GRADE test and the individual subtests. 
 The second research question asked if a significant difference was seen between 
the two groups in the amount of reading progress made during the 2004-05 school year. 
To address this question, two-way analyses of variance (ANOVA) and repeated measures 
ANOVA were calculated on the basis of GRADE scores from the 2004 and 2005 
administrations. Between-subjects factors included group participation, grade levels, and 
comparison of grade level combinations including 2-3 and 4-5. 
 For the third research question, it was asked what the correlation was between the 
DIBELS scores and the GRADE scores for the Reading First group. Pearson product-
moment correlation was used to address this question. 
 The fourth research question also pertained to correlation and specifically asked if 
there was a relationship between the Total Score on the GRADE and the FCAT scores for 
the third, fourth, and fifth grade students in both groups. Again, Pearson product-moment 
correlation was used to address this question. 
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 For research question five, the researcher asked if the GRADE and DIBELS 
scores could serve as predictors of the FCAT scores for students in grades 3-5. Linear 
regression analyses were performed for the combinations of GRADE/FCAT and 
DIBLELS/FCAT scores. Multiple regression was done to address the predictability of the 
combined DIBELS and GRADE scores for FCAT scores. 
The final research question asked if there was a significant difference in collective 
teacher efficacy between the Reading First school and the non-Reading First school based 
upon the CTES. The teachers in each school were considered as two independent groups 
and to address this question, a t-test for independent means was calculated.  
 
Organization of the Study
 The organization of this study was causal-comparative and employed a 
nonequivalent (pretest and posttest) control group design (Creswell, 2003). This design 
appeared most appropriate for addressing questions about the statistical significance of 
differences in reading achievement between two naturally occurring groups that could not 
be randomly assigned to experimental and control groups. The southwest Florida district 
designated all schools receiving Title I funds as Reading First schools. As a result, the 
researcher was not able to randomly place students in groups. Subjects for the two groups 
were matched in an effort to limit as much as possible the influence of extraneous 
variables including level of English proficiency, the impact of prior grade retentions, 
literacy in the students’ heritage language, socioeconomic status, participation in an 
ESOL program, and participation in special educational programming.  
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CHAPTER TWO 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
Introduction 
 In an effort to establish the relevance of this study and to gauge its potential 
significance, particular attention was given to research conducted during the past two 
decades. Search terms including bilingual education, second language learners, limited 
English proficient, immersion, teacher efficacy, and collective teacher efficacy were 
used. Terms were then refined to include specific aspects of reading instruction for ESL 
students. Emerging from this search was evidence of a sizable body of research directed 
at the effects of program types where instruction in the students’ native language (L1) 
was varied and then related to reading achievement. Some basic theoretical models for 
second language acquisition and literacy were also identified. As a second aspect of this 
review, efforts were made to identify studies examining the effectiveness of systematic 
and explicit reading instruction for Spanish-speaking ESL students.  Finally, attention 
was given to collective teacher efficacy with emphasis on its relationship to student 
achievement and teaching practices. Results and implications from these avenues of 
investigation are addressed individually. 
 
Theoretical Underpinnings of Second Language Literacy  
 Constantino (1999) provided a comprehensive review of the literature pertaining 
to reading for second language (L2) learners and included a critical discussion of the 
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major theories believed to underlie the acquisition of a second language. Her first premise 
was that the primary prerequisite for reading was the knowledge of a language. In 
acquiring language, she first identified “foundational theories” that included researchers 
such as Chomsky (1959), Lenneberg (1967), and Ervin-Tripp (1973).  Based upon a 
review of these theorists’ work, Constantino concluded that language was a naturally 
occurring process stemming from the interaction of brain functions and the learning 
environment. There appeared to be physiologically a critical period for language 
acquisition spanning from age 2 to puberty. Further, language was developmental and 
progressed as the brain matures. In the initial acquisition of language, the learner was 
primarily concerned with meaning and not grammatical precision. Language, she stated, 
required “rich linguistic input and a positive learning environment” (p. 11). 
 According to Constantino (1999), research indicated that the acquisition of L2 
followed many of the same processes as that of learning a first language (L1). This 
process too was developmental and required the interaction of physiological and 
environmental factors. As in L1, the L2 learner initially focused on meaning rather than 
grammar. Based upon the foundational theories and more recent research, Constantino 
described four theoretical models for L2 acquisition that provide relevance to L2 reading 
development and offer implications for the types of program models for ESL students. 
 As described by Constantino (1999), Cummins’ (1979a, 1979b, 1999) model 
differentiated between two levels of proficiency in the acquisition of L2. He purported 
that second language learners first acquire basic interpersonal communication skills 
(BICS) that include nonverbal and contextual language. For example, BICS allow the 
learner to interact face-to-face with others during the school day and are less related to 
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the type of language needed for success in academic learning. This, according to 
Cummins, required Cognitive Academic Language Proficiency (CALP). Theoretically, as 
the CALP level increases, there is a greater likelihood that the learner is able to 
successfully perform tasks with increasing cognitive, academic, and linguistic demands. 
According to Constantino (1999), the “transitional developmental ‘moment,’ when 
second language learners acquire CALP was the threshold in Cummins’ model” (p. 16).  
 Constantino (1999) described Krashen’s (Krashen & Terrell, 1983) model of 
second language acquisition as one composed of five hypotheses. Comprising the first 
hypothesis, the Krashen/Terrell model differentiated between acquired language and 
learned language. Acquired language occurs unconsciously and naturally without 
conscious attention to grammatical rules. In contrast, learned language is the result of 
focused attention to the structure and rules of the second language and is typically 
provided through the teaching process.  
 Krashen and Terrell’s second hypothesis implied a developmental process of 
second language acquisition where there was a naturally occurring order of grammatical 
structures from less to more complex. Not all individuals would develop components of 
grammar in the same order, but certain structures would occur early in development 
while others would come later. Constantino (1999) stated that this process has proven 
true “regardless of the first language of the children learning a second language…” (p. 
15). As the learner’s comprehension developed, there was a silent period according to the 
third hypothesis. During this period, it appeared that children become primarily focused 
on the sounds of the language in an effort to develop comprehension. This silent period 
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also occurred during the L1 process as well as L2 and was characterized by limited 
linguistic expression. 
 The fourth hypothesis was termed by Krashen and Terrell as the comprehensible 
input hypothesis and implies language is acquired “slightly beyond the current level of 
acquired competence” (Constantino, 1999, p. 15). Constantino elaborated that when 
second language learners comprehended communication from others, the content 
contained structures the learner was ready to acquire. This hypothesis also indicated that 
language reception must occur before speaking, reading, and writing.  
 The fifth and final hypothesis was defined as the affective filter hypothesis and 
recognizes the importance of affective factors such as motivation, interest, mood, and 
self-image in the L2 process (Constantino, 1999). As can be seen, the interaction of the 
elements from these five hypotheses attest to the complexity of second language learning 
and according to the Krashen/Terrell model, are essential for successful acquisition. 
 A third theoretical model described by Constantino (1999) was the Prism Model 
as proposed by Thomas and Collier (1997).  This model is multidimensional and includes 
academic, cognitive, sociocultural, and linguistic processes that are interactive and 
interdependent. An integral part of this model is the theory that language and cognitive 
development are interdependent and as such, when cognitive development in L1 is 
arrested, there can be negative consequences on cognitive development in L2. This 
process can be seen when preschool children’s L1 is interrupted by the introduction of L2 
through immersion. According to Constantino, Thomas and Collier (1997) believed that 
all four dimensions of the Prism Model must be addressed by educators if second 
language literacy was to be successful. One assertion based upon the model is that 
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academic instruction should be provided in the student’s first language for as long as 
possible while offering a balance of instruction in L2. 
  A final theoretical model briefly described by Constantino (1999) was the Social, 
Linguistic, and Cognitive Processes Model. A primary contributor to this model was 
Fillmore (1985) who recognized the importance of linguistic and cognitive processes but 
emphasized the learning of language in a social context. Constantino noted that 
Fillmore’s perspective is sociological rather than linguistic. 
   
Educational Program Models 
 The theoretical models discussed above attest to multidimensional and interactive 
nature of the L2 process. Taken as a whole, the four models imply that cultural, 
cognitive, affective, linguistic, sociological, and academic factors must be considered in 
planning meaningful educational experiences for ESL students and specifically, reading 
instruction. The actual literature reveals a number of educational models ranging from 
English only immersion to two-way bilingual programming where both ESL and native 
speakers are instructed together. 
According to Galloway (2003), the most accepted model for literacy instruction in 
bilingual programs is teaching students in their native language. The conceptual and 
theoretical basis of this practice implies that there is an interdependence of skills with 
literacy in L1 transferring and facilitating literacy in the student’s second language 
(Cummins, 1979a). Not all studies have shown significant differences in favor of 
bilingual programming, however. Slavin and Cheung (2003) reported mixed findings in 
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their review. They did emphasize that there were no instances where results from English 
only programs exceeded those from the bilingual programs.  
 Four definitive works (Constantino, 1999; Collier, 1992; Ramirez, 1992; Thomas 
& Collier, 2002) provided support for the long-term effectiveness of instructing ESL 
students in their native language. Ramirez directed a federally mandated longitudinal 
study following approximately 2,000 elementary Spanish-speaking students for a 4-year 
period of data collection. The students were well matched on factors such as 
socioeconomic status, pretests, and preschool experience. The research question focused 
on determining which of three instructional programs would best serve ESL students. The 
English-immersion program type used only English to teach the content areas. Early-exit 
programs were characterized as providing 30 to 60 minutes of L1 instruction per day 
where primarily, reading skills were taught. Students in the early-exit programs usually 
began in kindergarten and any instruction in L1 was phased out by the end of 2 years. 
The late-exit programs were described as providing a minimum of 40% of instruction in 
Spanish. Students remained in the late-exit programs through their sixth grade year even 
if they achieved adequate levels of English fluency prior to that time. General findings 
from this study revealed that learning a second language could require six or more years. 
Students incurred no adverse effects from being exposed to instruction in L1 and, in fact, 
the more instruction they received in L1 the greater the likelihood they would eventually 
achieve at the same levels in L2 as monolingual students.  
In examing reading achievement, Ramirez (1992) compared students on 
standardized measures of reading based upon participation in English immersion and 
early-exit only programs. He then assessed the achievement of students participating in 
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three implementations of the late-exit model. As a final analysis, he investigated the 
achievement growth rates of students in the three program types in comparison to 
national norms. Ramirez reported no significant differences in reading, mathematics, and 
language skills between the English immersion and early-exit groups after a period of 4 
years when tested in English. Among three late-exit sites, Ramirez found that the site 
with the most consistent amount of L1 instruction had higher reading scores at the end of 
sixth grade than the other two sites with apparently less L1 instruction. Ramirez noted 
variation in the effectiveness and growth rates of reading, mathematics, and English 
language skills among late-exit programs. He attributed this variation to the proportion of 
English used for instruction.  
When the rate at which students in the English immersion, early-exit, and late-exit 
programs increased their reading skills were compared to national norms, Ramirez (1992) 
found all three programs revealed rates as fast as or faster than the norming population. 
For this aspect of the analysis, growth was measured from kindergarten to third grade. 
For those students in the late-exit model with the greatest amount of L1 instruction, 
Ramirez reported their reading growth rate to exceed that of the norming population over 
a period from kindergarten to sixth grade. Ramirez speculated that if students maintained 
this growth rate, they would be expected to catch up with their monolingual peers. Of 
importance, Ramirez observed that students who were “abruptly transitioned” (p. 39) into 
an English only program appeared to actually lose ground when compared to the norming 
population.  
 In a synthesis of research, Collier (1992) critically examined 17 longitudinal 
studies published since 1980 that focused on four program types. These included the 
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same three program types described by Ramirez (1992) plus the addition of two-way 
programs. In two-way programs, ESL and monolingual students were grouped together 
and instruction was devoted to literacy and fluency in both languages. All studies 
reviewed by Collier (1992) followed the achievement of students for 4 or more years. 
Among the four studies examining the achievement for students in two-way programs, all 
achieved above the 50th normal curve equivalent (NCE) on standardized measures of 
English reading. Similarly, data from five late-exit model studies revealed NCE scores 
ranging from 44 to 52 on measures of reading. The amount of L1 support, when there 
was a balance of L2 support, was directly proportional to the students’ academic 
achievement. A key point made by Collier (1992) was the need for a balance of support 
in L2 rather than instruction solely in L1. The need for L2 support in bilingual programs 
has also been emphasized by Cummins (1999) who stated that Spanish-speaking 
“students require a strong English literacy development program in the early grades just 
as they require a strong Spanish language literacy program” (p. 5). 
 Constantino (1999) provided a synthesis of research on reading instruction for 
ESL students in the U.S. to serve as a resource for legislators and educators. As described 
above, she examined the theoretical foundations of second language development and 
denoted a basic premise that successful second language development precedes 
successful reading achievement in L2. Additionally, Constantino examined the 
difficulties ESL students have encountered in learning a second language, the skills 
essential for reading instruction, and the program, school, and teaching characteristics 
prerequisite for ESL students to be successful academically. In determining effective 
educational programs, Constantino summarized two major findings from her synthesis. 
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First, research findings indicated a positive correlation between the amount of instruction 
in the ESL students’ first language and their long-term academic achievement in L2. 
Further, there appeared to be a positive correlation between the degree of formal 
schooling in L1 with the rate that ESL students acquire English as their second language. 
Second, programs that provided long-term L1 instructional support such as those referred 
to as late exit and two-way bilingual were shown to promote achievement levels for ESL 
students that eventually equaled those of monolingual English speaking students. 
Programs providing little or no L1 instructional support did not achieve equivalent 
results. Constantino stated that previous studies denoting little difference among various 
program models and outcomes measures of English academic achievement were invalid 
due to their lack of longitudinal focus and little attention to achievement in the early 
grades. 
 Thomas and Collier (2002) provided more recent evidence of the positive benefits 
of instruction in L1. They served as principal investigators in a national report on the 
effectiveness of schools in addressing language minority students’ academic 
achievement. In a 5-year study extending from 1996 to 2001, the researchers examined 
records of 210,054 students in school districts located in the northwest, northeast, south 
central and southeast U.S. The data were described as long-term and represented five 
school districts. While there were 80 different primary languages represented in the 
sample, the majority was Spanish-speaking. Findings were reported both from the 
standpoint of achievement in English on nationally standardized tests, as well as in 
Spanish. In examining the benefits of total English immersion where parents had refused 
bilingual educational programming, Thomas and Collier (2002) reported this group 
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showed significant decreases in reading achievement by fifth grade. Additionally, this 
group contained the largest number of dropouts. Similar to Collier’s (1992) conclusion, 
as the amount of time of instruction in L1 increased, so did reading scores as students 
progressed through the grades.  Program types described as 90-10 one-way and 50-50 
two-way were determined to be the most effective of all programs examined. The 90-10 
one-way program provided 90% of instruction in the students’ native language through 
grade 2 with 10% in English. In considering the students’ socioeconomic status (SES), 
the authors concluded that a dual-language program could serve to “reverse the negative 
effects of SES more than a well-implemented ESL content program by raising reading 
achievement to a greater degree” (p. 5).  
 The outcomes from longitudinal studies offered rather compelling evidence of the 
benefits of academic instruction in L1 on the long-term achievement of ESL students. 
There are some precautions, however, that should be considered when interpreting these 
findings. As noted by Collier (1992) and Constantino (1999), methodological issues arose 
in these studies due to problems controlling treatment variables such as consistent 
definitions of “bilingual program” and the instructional variation among programs with 
the same label. Further, longitudinal studies present a challenge to researchers in 
following the same group of students over time. One major difficulty in the longitudinal 
approach was maintaining enough of the same students over the course of the study to 
yield data that could be generalized. Data collected on the basis of cross-sectional 
analyses could provide a compromise to the longitudinal approach. As explained by 
Collier (1992), the cross-sectional approach utilizes analyses of all language minority 
students at each grade level in an effort to acquire enough cases for results that can be 
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generalized. The author posited that a cross-sectional analysis would likely yield a “more 
conservative estimate of how a group of students [might] fare in a given program” (p. 
189).  
A final limitation discussed by Collier was the difficulty in validly interpreting 
standardized achievement tests for ESL students. For those students evaluated in the 
earlier grades with limited English skills, their abilities were under estimated when 
compared to a normative group of native English speakers. Despite these limitations, 
longitudinal studies did offer positive insights to schools when considering reading 
achievement and the direction to pursue with bilingual programming.  
 
Systematic and Explicit Reading Instruction  
 The studies reviewed above provided support for balanced instruction in L1 and 
L2 and suggested that such instruction should start at the very beginning of ESL students’ 
school career. However, for the students who have had 2 to 3 years of traditional English 
immersion programming with ESOL support, the benefit of then introducing instruction 
in L1 appears to lack research evidence. For these students, the amount of ESL support 
may have decreased to a minimal level and, as reported by Collier (1992), their reading 
achievement may begin to decline in comparison to their monolingual cohorts. The 
question becomes:  what reading strategies are effective in furthering student progress 
and preventing such a decline?  To begin addressing this question, it is first relevant to 
provide an overview of the current research on explicit and systematic reading 
instruction.  
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The National Reading Panel’s Findings 
 In 1997, Congress requested that the National Institute of Child Health and 
Human Development (NICHD) create a panel to investigate the research evidence of 
various methods of reading instruction. The National Reading Panel (NRP) was formed 
and in 1999 submitted two reports to Congress documenting their findings and 
recommendations (National Institute of Child Health and Human Development, 2000a). 
As a basis for launching its investigation, the NRP used the National Reading Council’s 
report, Preventing Reading Difficulties in Young Children (Snow, Burns, & Griffin, 
1998) to establish the parameters for selecting specific topic areas for investigation. From 
this report and input from public hearings, the NRP selected the areas of alphabetics, to 
include phonological awareness and phonics instruction, fluency, and comprehension to 
focus their investigation. Within the realm of comprehension, attention was given to 
vocabulary and text comprehension instruction. The NRP established specific criteria for 
studies to include in their investigation and included those that examined reading from 
preschool age to twelfth grade. When possible, meta-analyses were conducted and if the 
number of studies were limited, “the NRP made a decision to conduct a more subjective 
analysis to provide the best possible information about an instructional reading approach 
or program” (National Institute of Child Health and Human Development, 2000a, p. 5). 
The NRP specifically did not consider the issue of reading instruction for ESL students. 
This review will discuss the highlights of the NRP’s findings and then turn to an 
examination of studies addressing systematic and explicit reading instruction for ESL 
students.  
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Phonemic Awareness 
 The NRP’s subgroup report (National Institute of Child Health and Human 
Development, 2000b) defined phonemic awareness “as the ability to focus on and 
manipulate phonemes in spoken words” (p. 2-1). Phonemes represent the individual 
utterances that are combined to form English syllables and words. The NRP identified six 
tasks that were found in studies to assess and also instruct students in phonemic 
awareness. These included phoneme segmentation, deletion, isolation, blending, 
categorization, and identifying the common phoneme sounds in words. On the basis of 96 
cases where treatment groups involving phonemic awareness training were compared to 
control groups with alternate or no instruction, the NRP derived an overall phonemic 
awareness effect size of 0.86. The NRP noted that effect sizes of 0.80 or above were 
considered large. Among several conclusions, the NRP summarized that phonemic 
awareness could be taught and that having the ability to manipulate sounds and letters in 
words facilitated the reading and writing processes.  
 In a recent work, Torgesen (2002) stated that one of the most important 
discoveries in the past 20 years is that difficulties with phonemic awareness placed 
children at high risk for reading failure. Further, without adequate phonemic awareness 
skills, phonics instruction is not meaningful. Torgesen (2002) reported that weaknesses in 
phonemic awareness can be seen across a range of verbal ability. Children with lower 
intelligence may have early reading difficulties associated with the same core 
phonological factors as struggling readers with average ability.  Gerber et al. (2004) have 
further suggested the concept of phonemic awareness as representing core cognitive 
processes and reported that on the basis of increasing empirical evidence, phonological 
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processing ability may be independent of the language an individual speaks. Researchers 
(e.g., Torgesen et al. 1999) investigating the merits of phonemic awareness intervention 
have shown a direct relationship to word identification and subsequently, reading 
comprehension. 
 
Phonics 
 Phonics involves the relationship of letters to sounds and according to the NRP 
(National Institute of Child Health and Human Development, 2000b), phonics instruction 
refers to a method of “explicitly teaching students a prespecified set of letter-sound 
relations and having students read text that provides practice using these relations to 
decode words” (p. 2-92). The NRP subgroup investigators examining the literature on 
phonics instruction identified 38 studies containing 66 treatment-control group 
comparisons. Control group instructional methods involved basal reading programs, 
whole language, whole word reading, regular curriculum and miscellaneous programs. 
The results yielded a mean overall effect size of d = 0.44 for phonics instruction. This 
represented a moderate effect size and according to the NRP, provided solid support that 
systematic phonics instruction contributed more to reading achievement than other non-
systematic methods or no phonics instruction at all. The findings did not indicate that one 
type of systematic instruction (e.g., synthetic vs. larger unit programs) had superiority 
over the other. Generally, the key issue was whether the approach was explicit and 
systematic. In addressing the question of when to begin phonics instruction, the NRP’s 
analysis indicated that phonics instruction was more effective when introduced in 
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kindergarten or first grade, and before children had learned to read independently. 
Similarly, phonics instruction had a significant impact on the reading comprehension and 
spelling skills of younger students but the effect decreased for older students. 
 As noted above, the NRP specifically did not address the issue of reading 
instruction and second language learners. However, the phonics subgroup investigators 
did examine studies supporting phonics instruction for students in kindergarten and first 
grade who were at risk and those who were identified as disabled readers. For low 
achieving readers in grades 2 through 6, systematic phonics instruction appeared to not 
have significant impact on their reading achievement. The NRP suggested that for this 
group, perhaps the phonics instruction was not intense enough, there were too few cases 
to yield reliable results, and/or their difficulties were due to other problems such as 
comprehension deficits. 
 The NRP’s report on phonics instruction was not without its critics. Camilli, 
Vargas, and Yurecko (2003) argued that the NRP’s methodology was inadequate in 
examining phonics instruction. Camilli et al. reexamined the same 38 studies reviewed by 
the NRP. In the process, they deleted one study and added three additional ones to yield a 
smaller but still significant effect size (d = 0.24) for phonics instruction. However, they 
found that the effect size tripled when phonics instruction also included systematic 
language activities, and individual tutoring. The NRP’s meta-analysis had not shown 
individual phonics tutoring to be favored over small group or larger group instruction. 
The Camilli et al. findings offered another possible explanation for the NRP’s 
determination that low achievers did not benefit substantially from systematic phonics 
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instruction. Further, Camilli’s et al. results may also have implications when considering 
reading instruction for the older student learning a second language.  
 
Fluency 
 The NRP subgroup report described fluency broadly as the ability to read with 
speed, accuracy, and expression. In justifying the inclusion of fluency in their analysis, 
the NRP reported evidence from a U.S. Department of Education report (Pinnell et al. 
1995) indicating dysfluency among a national sample of fourth graders, and secondly, 
showing fluency was closely related to reading comprehension. In their work, Pinnell et 
al. described fluency as the automaticity of reading where the reader does not need to 
labor with decoding but can instead, focus on meaning. To examine the research evidence 
on fluency, the NRP divided their investigation into two broad avenues relevant to the 
methods of increasing fluency. One examined guided reading where essentially, fluency 
is attained through repetition. The other considered research where students were given 
less structure and were generally encouraged to read more.  
 The NRP’s findings indicated moderate support for guided reading approaches as 
a means of increasing fluency. Oral reading practice appeared to have the greatest 
influence on measures of reading speed, accuracy of oral reading, and word knowledge.  
In some studies, oral reading practice was found to have an impact on reading 
comprehension and overall reading ability. According to the NRP, in several studies, the 
impact was “actually quite high” (p. 3-18). The NRP suggested that the influence of oral 
practice could vary dependent on the reading level of the individual with higher readers 
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reaping greater comprehension benefits than those at lower levels where word 
recognition might be enhanced instead.  
 The NRP’s second synthesis on fluency where students were encouraged to read 
more often failed to show support for this method and placed schools’ practice of 
encouraging voluntary reading in a questionable light. The conclusions were that guided 
oral reading where readers read passages multiple times with feedback could improve 
fluency and, in turn, a variety of other reading skills.  Further, this type of fluency 
procedure appeared to help students through fifth grade and older students with learning 
difficulties.  
 To provide a balanced view of instruction where students are encouraged to 
engage in more voluntary reading, it is relevant to note that Krashen (2001), for example, 
has voiced strong disagreement with the NRP’s findings on free reading involving 
sustained silent reading. He stated that the NRP failed to include relevant studies and 
misinterpreted some that were included. By expanding the number of studies, Krashen 
found that students who engaged in sustained silent reading performed as well as or better 
on measures of reading comprehension than control students in 50 out of 53 comparisons. 
Krashen noted that the NRP did not include studies lasting longer than one year and that 
the benefits of recreational reading appeared to increase over time.  Further, by 
reinterpreting only those included by the NRP, Krashen claimed recreational reading still 
had positive benefits on literacy. 
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Comprehension 
 The NRP subgroup addressed the subject of reading comprehension by analyzing 
studies on vocabulary instruction, text comprehension, and teacher preparation for the 
instruction of reading comprehension (National Institute of Child Health and Human 
Development, 2000b). For the purposes of the present study, the NRP’s findings on 
vocabulary instruction and text comprehension appeared relevant.   
 
Vocabulary 
For vocabulary instruction, the NRP identified a total of 47 studies. However, due 
to the variations in methodology and conceptual bases of vocabulary instruction, a meta-
analysis was not possible. As a result, the NRP provided a review of the “implicit 
evidence” (p. 4-3) of vocabulary instruction with attention given to the most recent meta-
analyses found in their search.  Five methods of instruction were identified based upon 
the studies reviewed. These included explicit instruction where students were given 
vocabulary words to learn, implicit instruction where incidental learning was involved, 
multimedia methods, capacity methods where vocabulary was increased by making 
reading automatic, and methods where students were taught to make associations 
between words they knew and new ones. 
 Key findings from the NRP’s review of the vocabulary literature included the 
positive relationship of vocabulary instruction to reading comprehension; vocabulary 
could be acquired through incidental learning, positive gains in vocabulary were 
attainable through the use of computer instruction, and there was a need for multiple 
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exposure to vocabulary instruction over time. The NRP noted that restructuring 
vocabulary tasks where, for example, easier words were substituted for more difficult 
ones could increase vocabulary and comprehension skills and seemed most appropriate 
for at-risk students and low achievers.  
 
Text Comprehension 
 The NRP’s analysis of 203 studies on text comprehension resulted in 16 methods 
of instruction with eight of those providing scientific evidence that they actually 
improved reading comprehension. When the eight methods were considered in 
combination, gains were shown on standardized measures of comprehension. This 
approach was in contrast to explicit reading comprehension instruction where students 
were taught cognitive and reasoning strategies for increasing their comprehension of text. 
Similarly, the NRP did identify comprehension monitoring as a research supported 
method where the reader learns to perceive when there is a lack of comprehension and 
takes steps to increase it. Other specific strategies identified by the NRP included 
questions posed by the teacher, questions posed by the reader while reading, 
summarization of content, the use of graphic organizers, cooperative learning, analysis of 
story structure, and the use of multiple strategies. The NRP emphasized that text 
comprehension could be addressed best by teachers in “naturalistic settings” (National. 
Institute of Child Health and Human Development, 2000b, p. 4-6) with the flexible use of 
multiple comprehension strategies as they interact with students over text.  Perhaps a key 
point implied from the NRP’s conclusions was the concept of comprehension addressed 
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flexibly and naturally without the need for explicit and structured instruction on the 
development of cognitive strategies.   
 
Explicit Reading Instruction and the ESL Student 
As noted above, in their systematic review of the literature, the National Reading 
Panel (NRP) did not address the subject of reading and second language learners. 
According to Slavin and Cheung (2003), researchers have given attention to whether 
these students acquire reading skills in the same manner as their monolingual cohorts or 
if there are other processes involved. These authors stated that the same factors identified 
by the NRP have been associated with reading success for ESL students, whether the 
students have been taught in their native language or not. However, in their review of the 
literature, Slavin and Cheung found only a “handful of studies” (p. 37) that met criteria 
for inclusion in their analysis. Minimum requirements included the use of experimental 
and control groups and treatment for at least 12 weeks. Based upon their search, 11 
studies were identified that addressed reading skills for ESL students in kindergarten or 
first grade. Generally positive results were noted for intervention programs such as 
Success for All (Slavin & Madden, 1999), Direct Instruction (Becker & Gersten, 1982; 
Gersten, 1985), and a systematic phonics program (Stuart, 1999). For the upper 
elementary grades, 10 studies were located that also showed positive effects on reading 
for programs involving cooperative learning strategies (Calderon, Hertz-Larowitz, & 
Slavin, 1998), English vocabulary intervention (Carlo et al., 2004), instruction in English 
oral language skills (Perez, 1981), and a phonetic program provided to very low 
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achieving ESL students (Denton, 2000). At the secondary level, one study (Shames, 
1998) was found to show positive gains for ESL students in reading comprehension 
through cooperative learning and direct instruction approaches. Slavin and Cheung 
concluded that effective reading programs for ESL students were likely to be similar to 
those for monolingual English speakers if there are adaptations to account for their 
limited English proficiency. They also stated their analysis showed “how much remains 
to be done on effective reading programs for English language learners” (p. 37). Relevant 
to the present study is current research that addresses specific areas identified by the NRP 
in relation to ESL students. 
 
Phonemic Awareness and Phonics 
Gerber et al. (2004) stated that the research on systematic and explicit reading 
instruction for ESL students, whether they were or were not experiencing difficulties, 
appeared limited. However, there has been increasing attention given to the benefits of 
instruction in phonemic awareness for second language students.  
 Two separate studies were identified where treatment involved systematic and 
explicit English reading instruction, including phonemic awareness, but treatment groups 
differed in the initial language in which students were taught reading. In a work by Gunn, 
Biglan, Smolkowski, and Ary (2000), Hispanic students who participated in the treatment 
group apparently were never taught to read in Spanish. According to the authors, the 
study was conducted because little was known about the usefulness of a systematic 
approach to teaching reading to Hispanic students and “direct tests of the efficacy of 
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teaching reading in English [had] not been conducted” (p. 91). The authors reported 
strong evidence that many students with reading difficulties had deficits in phonological 
awareness, rapid naming, and phonological recoding. For their independent variable, 
Gunn et al. (2000) provided supplemental English reading instruction to groups of 
Hispanic and non-Hispanic students beginning in kindergarten and continued the 
instruction through third grade. Specifically, the students were tutored in phonemic 
awareness, sound-letter correspondence, blending words, and, in turn, were given 
practice reading decodable text. After testing over three different time periods, their 
findings revealed that students in the treatment group differed significantly in word 
attack, word identification, oral reading fluency, comprehension, and vocabulary when 
compared to controls. There were no differences based upon students’ level of English 
fluency, gender, or grade. More specifically, Hispanic students who, at the beginning of 
the study spoke little or no English, benefited from systematic phonics instruction as 
much as students with greater English proficiency. In a follow-up study, Gunn, 
Smolkowski, Biglan, and Black (2002) found that the students who had received 
supplemental instruction continued to show their acquired gains in reading fluency and 
word attack one year later.  
 In another work involving systematic instruction in phonics, Denton, Anthony, 
Parker, and Hasbrouck (2004) tutored Spanish-speaking bilingual students in grades 2-5 
three times per week for approximately 3 months. In contrast to Gunn et al. (2000), both 
the experimental and control groups had received reading instruction in English and 
Spanish. In addition to phonics, the students also received vocabulary and comprehension 
instruction. Using repeated-measures mixed analysis of variance for data analysis, the 
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researchers found significant gains in word identification as related to phonics instruction 
when the tutored students were compared to a matched group of non-tutored classmates. 
Gains were not seen in reading comprehension. On a measure of English fluency, the 
treatment and comparison groups’ mean scores ranged from 2.69 to 3.76 on a scale of 1 
to 5, with 5 representing the highest level of proficiency. Slavin and Cheung (2004) in 
their review, reported that consistent positive results for ESL students were found for the 
use of systematic phonics instruction. They specifically identified the Success for All and 
Direct Instruction programs as examples.  
 Leafstedt (2002) examined the issue of language of instruction and the 
relationship to reading decoding skills and concluded that neither Spanish nor English as 
the language of instruction significantly predicted English pseudoword decoding skills. 
The use of pseudowords requires the reader to rely more heavily on phonological 
decoding rather than vocabulary knowledge. Leafstedt did find that language of 
instruction was significantly correlated with Spanish pseudoword decoding.  However, 
when considering the identification of real words, there was a significant relationship 
with language of instruction. These findings suggested that vocabulary knowledge in 
English would facilitate English word identification. Similarly, Gottardo (2002) reported 
that the strongest predictors of word identification in English were L2 vocabulary 
knowledge, L1 and L2 phonological processing, and consistent with other studies 
reviewed earlier, L1 reading. Gottardo noted that more recently, the literature addressing 
the effects of oral language proficiency seemed to show a stronger relationship with 
reading comprehension than word recognition.  
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Research attention has also been given to phonemic awareness training in L1 with 
evidence that skills transfer to English reading. Leafstedt (2002) and other researchers 
(e.g., Durgunoglu, 2002; Hudson, Smith, & Smith, 2001; Nelson, 2003) have emphasized 
the importance of cross-language transfer of phonological skills when students move 
from reading in L1 to literacy in L2. Duran, Shefelbine, Carnine, Maldonado-Colon, and 
Gunn (2003) reported on one study (Duran & Carnine, 1999) of phonological awareness 
training in Spanish where students subsequently were found to be better English decoders 
than students who had not received such training in Spanish. Gerber et al. (2004) 
conducted a longitudinal study where at risk kindergarten ESL students were identified 
on the basis of teacher input and bilingual phonological skills. By using a direct 
instruction method to teach phonemic awareness skills in Spanish, students essentially 
caught up with peers who did not have initial reading difficulty on measures of English 
word reading. The authors noted that their treatment approach was consistent with the 
multitiered model promoted by Reading First. 
 
Fluency 
 While there has been increasing attention given to phonemic awareness and 
phonics, there appeared relatively little in the literature addressing reading fluency for 
ESL students. In her review of practices in the development of English literacy for ESL 
students, August (2003) stated that these students may have less opportunities to practice 
reading aloud at home than non-ESL students since their parents may not be English 
proficient. Further, fluency appears enhanced if students understand the words they are 
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reading, a further limitation of limited English proficiency. August did report one study 
where researchers examined the use of assisted reading to improve the fluency of 12-
year-old Spanish speaking students (Van Wegenen, Williams, & McLaughlin, 1994). 
Students read a passage silently while listening to a recording of the teacher’s reading, 
read aloud, read the passage silently three times while listening to the recording, and then 
read aloud again. The findings showed increased reading rate when measuring words per 
minute, a reduced number of errors, and improved reading comprehension when 
compared to baseline measures. August did note that written activities were included that 
focused on vocabulary and “understanding the significance of each word” (p. 18). When 
assessing the reading comprehension outcomes, it would seem unclear whether the 
repetitive reading activities and/or vocabulary training were instrumental. What is 
obvious, is the need for more investigation into the effects of reading fluency training on 
ESL students’ achievement.  
 
Vocabulary 
 As noted by Slavin and Cheung (2003), effective reading approaches for 
monolingual English only students have much to offer students learning English but must 
be considered with adaptations. It would seem that a primary consideration would the 
limited English vocabulary of ESL students and its relationship to reading achievement. 
Several researchers (e.g., Brisbois, 1995; Fisher & Cabello, 1981; Grabe, 1991) have 
found support for the importance of vocabulary instruction in the development of ESL 
students’ reading progress and particularly, written language comprehension. August, 
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Carlo, Dressler, and Snow (2005) reported that data collected from a cross section of 
fourth grade Spanish speaking students in California, Virginia, and Massachusetts 
revealed limited English vocabulary development both in terms of breadth and depth. 
Given the important relationship between vocabulary and reading comprehension, August 
et al. noted the poverty of experimental and quasiexperimental studies that had been done 
on English vocabulary instruction with elementary ESL students. In her review, August 
(2003) identified a number of practices that appeared effective. She broadly differentiated 
between incidental vocabulary acquisition and that learned through reading text. For 
example, Laufer (2001) found that requiring students to use target words such as in 
sentences, was more effective in increasing vocabulary knowledge than when students 
only read or heard the words. August et al. (2005) reported on several studies where 
vocabulary intervention strategies were assessed with many of them adaptations of 
interventions used for English only students. The authors noted that there were several 
strategies that appeared particularly important for ESL students. First, it was 
recommended that educators take advantage of the students’ first language and assist 
them in identifying cognates that the two languages shared. This, in turn, could help 
increase meaningful vocabulary. Second, teachers should ensure that ESL students 
understand the meaning of basic words and particularly, words that appear often in texts 
and instructional materials. Third, the authors stressed the importance of review and 
practice through the use of both teacher-directed and student-directed activities. This was 
reminiscent of the National Reading NRP’s recommendation for multiple exposure of 
vocabulary over time.  
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Essentially, the literature on ESL students and their vocabulary development in 
L2 appears to imply a direct relationship with reading comprehension and the critical 
need to address vocabulary skills in conjunction with decoding. However, it appears 
important to note that intervention may be further complicated when the student has 
limited proficiency in L1. As noted by Collier (1989), introducing English before the 
student’s development in L1 has been completed can disrupt the progress of L1 and the 
student may then have limited vocabulary in both languages. 
 
Text Comprehension 
 August (2003) attempted to address the issue of text comprehension for ESL 
students in view of the National Reading NRP’s findings and recommendations. One 
example of the research cited by August focused on the hypothesis that limited 
vocabulary was related to limited text comprehension (Hakuta, Butler, & Witt, 1999). 
August’s review indicated that vocabulary could be a significant factor in explaining the 
variation in reading comprehension between weak and strong readers. Other outcomes 
from this study included the importance for readers to attend to syntax clues, use 
metacognitive strategies, decrease the number of miscues, which can change the meaning 
of sentences, and the fact that L2 readers needed more “rich context”  (p. 26) to 
comprehend well. 
 Another factor identified in August’s (2003) review important for comprehension 
was the structure of language. L2 readers may focus on non-essential items in text due to 
differences between L1 and L2 and, as a result, may require explicit instruction in the 
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structure of L2. August specifically noted that word order variations, the complexity of 
noun phrases and clause formations may serve to mislead the ESL student when reading, 
particularly at the beginning stages of reading.  
 A final area that appeared particularly relevant to reading instruction and 
comprehension for ESL students as identified by Fitzgerald (1995) wass the concept of 
schemata. In her review, she found that the reader’s schemata could directly affect 
comprehension and recall of content. Essentially, the more familiar the reader was with 
the content of text and the more consistent passages were with the reader’s own culture, 
the better the comprehension. Such findings would have direct implications for teachers 
of ESL students and the need to ensure that the context of the reading content is familiar 
and understood. 
 August (2003) identified a number of practices that appeared hopeful for 
addressing the ESL students’ comprehension with most of them consistent with 
recommendations made by the National Reading NRP on text comprehension strategies. 
Specifically, August noted that in addition to vocabulary development, scaffolding 
instruction, the generation of inferences, using cognate strategies, and using multiple 
comprehension strategies had received research support. Duran, Shefelbine, Carnine, 
Maldonado-Colon, and Gunn (2003) stated that reading comprehension for ESL students 
should be approached in the same manner as teaching decoding, systematically and 
sequentially. They noted that a comprehension program should have elements involving 
structured vocabulary training, sequential introduction of specific comprehension skills, 
and passage reading where the various skills could become integrated. 
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Conclusions 
The research reviewed here offered rather substantive evidence of programmatic 
differences in reading achievement for ESL students. Significantly positive benefits were 
seen for balanced instruction in both L1 and L2 when compared to English only 
immersion programs. Students who have participated in literacy programs where there 
was a combination of instruction in their native language and English appeared to have 
the best opportunities for catching up with monolingual students in reading achievement 
and in maintaining their level of skills throughout their school careers. When teaching 
reading to ESL students, there was evidence that many of the same practices appropriate 
for monolingual learners were appropriate if, according to Slavin and Cheung (2004), 
adaptations and modifications were provided. Findings by researchers such as Gunn et al. 
(2000, 2002), offered some support that for those ESL students who have not had benefit 
of reading instruction in L1, there still could be development of effective decoding skills 
in L2 through explicit instruction. Further, with a balance of vocabulary instruction, the 
use of multiple comprehension strategies, and emphasis on oral language, reading 
comprehension could be enhanced. Such findings suggested that any reading program for 
ESL students should include emphasis on the phonological processes, vocabulary 
knowledge, and oral language competency. Research where treatment variables included 
all of the combined skills emphasized by Reading First (i.e., phonics, fluency, 
phonological awareness, vocabulary, and comprehension) appeared absent and suggested 
a need for investigation of the usefulness of such a combined approach for ESL students 
who have participated only in an immersion program.         
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Collective Teacher Efficacy 
 Teacher self-efficacy has received considerable research attention with theoretical 
underpinnings based upon Bandura’s (1977, 1986, & 1997) social cognitive theory and 
Rotter’s social learning theory (1966).  In social cognitive theory, self-efficacy refers to 
“beliefs in one’s capabilities to organize and execute the courses of action required to 
produce given attainments” (Bandura, 1997, p. 2).  Teacher efficacy refers to the belief 
that one can engender student learning and is a group of self-efficacy beliefs (Ross, 
Hogaboam-Gray, & Gray, 2003) Teachers’ efficacy beliefs have been related to student 
achievement, student attitudes, teacher attitudes, teacher stress, and others connected to 
both teacher and student factors (Brouwers & Tomic, 2001). Brouwers and Tomic stated 
that teacher efficacy is “a critical variable in studying many educational concerns” (p. 
78).  Ross et al. reported that teacher efficacy contributes to student achievement because 
teachers with high efficacy beliefs appear more motivated to facilitate student learning, 
provide more attention to students with lower ability, foster student autonomy, and can 
change how students perceive their own abilities. 
Bandura (1997) has specifically addressed collective efficacy as a means of 
assessing the efficacy beliefs among groups. Accordingly, he has defined collective 
efficacy as “a group’s shared belief in its conjoint capabilities to organize and execute the 
courses of action required to produce given levels of attainments” (p. 477). Bandura 
(1997) noted that there is a two-way interaction between individual efficacy beliefs and 
those of the group. What emerges is a “property that is more than the sum of the 
individual attributes” (p.477). Ross, Hogaboam-Gray, and Gray (2003) identified sources 
of teachers’ collective efficacy beliefs and included prior achievement, which acts to 
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generate a sense of mastery for teachers. The authors reported that mastery experiences 
tended to be the most powerful in contributing to and predicting collective teacher 
efficacy.   Other sources noted by Ross et al. were teacher collaboration, affective states, 
and social persuasion, which consist “of organizational members persuading other 
members that they constitute an effective team” (p. 9). At the time of their study, Ross et 
al. stated that no study had investigated the role of the school principal in contributing to 
collective teacher efficacy but did report that supportive and transformational leadership 
was related to teacher efficacy.  
Goddard, Hoy, and Hoy (2000) observed that collective teacher efficacy had 
received relatively little research attention. In their work, a conceptual model of 
collective efficacy was developed for use in schools. They established that both group 
competence and task analysis were integral components of collective efficacy and both 
were significantly related. They concluded that their model represented an extension of 
individual teacher efficacy.  In turn, the authors created a measure of collective teacher 
efficacy and subsequently, found it to have high reliability and validity. Using the 
instrument in an urban school district, they found that differences in collective teacher 
efficacy were positively associated with variations in student achievement in reading and 
mathematics. Thus, teachers’ beliefs in their collective ability to effect academic progress 
could significantly influence a school’s overall achievement levels. Further, such beliefs 
could mediate the effects of student SES and students’ prior achievement levels. The 
authors posited that collective efficacy had a greater effect on student achievement than 
students’ SES. The authors operationalized student SES as either (1) participants in the 
free or reduced cost lunch program or (0), all others.  In another work, Goddard, Logerfo, 
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and Hoy (2004), assessed high school teachers’ collective efficacy and found it to be a 
significant predictor of twelfth grade student achievement in all of the curricular areas 
evaluated by the state.   
Ross, Hogaboam-Gray, and Gray (2003) questioned the extent to which school 
processes and student achievement contributed to collective teacher efficacy. School 
processes were identified as variables representing school cohesion and support, and the 
process by which teachers shared in school decision making. Their sample included 141 
schools in Canada with 2170 teachers responding. The authors used a 14-item variant of 
the original scale developed by Goddard et al. (2000). Their findings were consistent with 
others (e.g., Goddard, 2002) that prior student achievement was predictive of collective 
teacher efficacy. However, they found school processes to be greater than prior 
achievement. Specifically, school-wide collaboration, empowering school leadership, 
shared school goals, and fit of plans with school needs had the strongest influences on 
collective teacher efficacy. Ross et al. explained that one factor affecting the lower 
influence of student achievement might have been the teachers’ belief that the mandated 
achievement testing results lacked validity.  
In a later but somewhat similar work, Dale (2005) examined the relationship 
between collective teacher efficacy and the variables of teacher trust of teacher, teacher 
trust of principal, teacher-teacher collaboration, teacher principal collaboration, SES, 
prior academic skill, and school level. Significant predictors of collective teacher efficacy 
included teacher-teacher trust, prior academic skill, and teacher-teacher collaboration. 
Interestingly, the variables of teacher trust of principal and teacher-principal 
collaboration were not found to be significant predictors.  
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Measurement of Collective Teacher Efficacy 
According to Bandura (1997), collective efficacy beliefs could be assessed 
through amassing individual group members’ beliefs about their own personal 
capabilities for the skills they employ as a group. In a second approach, collective 
efficacy could be considered on the basis of members’ appraisals regarding the whole 
group’s capability.  
Tschannen-Moran, Hoy, and Hoy (1998) noted in their review of teacher efficacy 
that while collective efficacy’s importance appeared to warrant research attention, there 
were no consistent measures to assess it. Since then, there have been attempts to 
quantitatively analyze schools’ collective teacher efficacy.  The development of such a 
scale has received particular attention from Goddard et al. (2000) and Goddard (2002). 
Goddard et al. determined that their Collective Teacher Efficacy Scale (CTES) produced 
reliable and valid scores. They initially created a 21-item scale and conducted pilot tests. 
Findings revealed a significant correlation (r =.54, p< .01) between personal teacher 
efficacy and collective teacher efficacy. Additionally, they found the CTES to have high 
internal reliability (alpha = .96).  
 Goddard (2002) later sought to prove evidence of the validity of scores on a 
shorter form of the 21-item scale. He concluded that a 12-item scale was more 
‘theoretically pure” (p. 97) than the earlier scale. Similar to the longer scale, items fell 
within two broad factors involving group competence and task analysis, and were either 
negatively or positively worded. A significant correlation (r =.983) was found between 
the short and long forms of the scale. In correlating the scale with mathematics 
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achievement, Goddard concluded that the short form of the scale was a positive predictor 
of variability in achievement among schools assessed.  
 Collective teacher efficacy has been shown to have a positive relationship with 
student achievement. It would seem important to consider this factor when attempting to 
understand a phenomenon as complex as reading achievement. The relationship of 
individual teacher efficacy to teaching practices and strategies appeared well addressed in 
the literature (Dukes, 2000; Guskey, 1987; Starko & Schack, 1989; Wheatley, 1998). 
However, what appears lacking in the research is the relationship between schools’ 
collective teacher efficacy and innovations in teaching methodology and specifically, 
when it has been adopted by an entire school, as is Reading First. 
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CHAPTER THREE 
METHODOLOGY 
 
Research Design 
 The design of this study was causal-comparative and employed a nonequivalent 
(pretest and posttest) control group design (Creswell, 2003). This design appeared most 
appropriate for addressing questions about the statistical significance of differences in 
reading achievement between two naturally occurring groups that cannot be randomly 
assigned to experimental and control groups. Subjects for the two groups were matched 
in an effort to limit as much as possible the influence of extraneous variables including 
level of English proficiency, the impact of prior grade retention, literacy in the students’ 
heritage language, socioeconomic status, participation in an ESOL program, and 
participation in special educational programming.  
 
Participating Schools                           
 Two schools were identified in a Southwest Florida school district that were as 
similar as possible in socioeconomic status (SES), percentage of students whose home 
language was English, percentage of Hispanic students, and equivalency of reading 
curricula used in addition to Reading First. Additionally, after school tutoring 
opportunities and reading instructional approaches were considered in matching the two 
schools. SES determination was derived from the percentage of students who received 
free or reduced cost lunch. The major difference was that one school was designated as a 
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Reading First/Title I school while the other was not. Within the school district, all 
elementary schools receiving Title I funds had been designated as Reading First. These 
two schools were termed Elementary A as the Reading First school, and Elementary B as 
the non-Reading First school. Specific demographic data from the two schools are 
provided in Table 1.  
 Reading First addresses reading instruction for students in grades K-3 by 
primarily funding staff development, resource materials, and ongoing assessment (Just 
Read, Florida!, n/d). Reading First does not attempt to remediate students in small groups 
or provide any instruction outside the regular classroom setting. Teachers undergo a week 
long training session to learn the research basis and instructional methods characteristic 
of the Reading First program. Reading First does not recommend specific texts but trains 
teachers to use those adopted by their school districts in instructing the five major content 
areas. As a part of the training, teachers are provided strategies to use with limited 
English proficient students (Just Read, Florida!, 2002).  
At Elementary A, the five major areas of reading instruction emphasized by 
Reading First were provided to all students in grades K-5. Further, students in grades 4 
and 5 were assessed four times during the school year with the Dynamic Indicators of 
Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS) (Good & Kaminski, 2001) as were the students in 
grades K-3.  Elementary B employed reading materials and texts adopted by the school 
district and did not assess students using the DIBELS. Both schools participated in the 
district’s standardized achievement testing program where a group reading achievement 
test was administered in May of 2004 and 2005, and the Florida Comprehensive 
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Assessment Test (FCAT) was given in March 2005. Students were also tested in the areas 
of writing and science but results were not relevant to the questions of this study. 
 
Table 1 
Demographics of Elementary A and Elementary B Schools 
            
                                                    Elementary A (n = 1053)   Elementary B (n = 933) 
                                                         Reading First                      Non-Reading First               
                                                        n                   %                       n                    %  
 
ESL    228 21.65 154 16.52  
 
Hispanic 591 56.13 322 34.54 
     
Free/Reduced Lunch 798 75.78 449 48.14 
 
Exceptional Students 184 17.47   89    9.57 
 
Home Language English 426 40.55 568  60.83 
 
Note: Data were collected from school district’s web site during August 2004. 
 
Participants 
 The initial step in subject selection for participation in this study was a request 
that principals at each school release student identification numbers for the total limited 
English population. By only using identification numbers, the students remained 
anonymous and their identities were protected. Strict confidentiality of student 
identification numbers was maintained and only identification numbers were associated 
with any test data. Once obtained, the student identification numbers were then used to 
access district electronic databases to begin subject selection.  
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A sample of 34 students was available from Elementary A with an identical 
number located at Elementary B who met criteria for selection. Subjects were selected 
who met the following criteria: (a) were limited English proficient, (b) participated in 
ESOL during the 2004-2005 school year, (c) had no prior grade retentions, (d) were not 
identified as learning disabled, language impaired, or emotionally handicapped (e) had 
been tested with the Group Reading Assessment and Diagnostic Evaluation (GRADE) 
(Williams, 2002) during May 2004 and May 2005, (e) were students in grades 2 through 
5 in either Elementary A or B, (f) first language was Spanish, and (g) participated in the 
district’s free or reduced cost lunch program. Students meeting all criteria but who had 
not attended the Reading First school for the entire year were excluded. ESOL personnel 
reported that two of the third grade Reading First students and three of the fifth grade 
non-Reading First students had attained some degree of Spanish literacy skills. The 
extent, however, of their Spanish literacy skills was not assessed as a part of this study. 
Kindergarten and first grade students were not selected due to the scarcity of 2004 
GRADE test scores for this group. Limited English proficiency was defined in 
accordance with the Bilingual Verbal Ability Tests (BVAT) (Muñoz-Sandoval, 
Cummins, Alvarado, & Ruef, 1998) for limited proficiency specifying a Cognitive 
Academic Language Proficiency (CALP) level of 2.5 to 3.5. Students in both groups had 
achieved this level of English fluency by the beginning of the 2004-2005 school year. 
Students in both groups were participants in regular mainstream classrooms and received 
services through the ESOL program during the 2004-2005 school year. In both schools, 
ESOL was an English only program and provided inclusion tutoring by paraprofessionals 
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under the direction of the classroom teacher.  Table 2 provides a summary of student 
demographics for each of the two groups. 
 
Table 2 
Student Demographics 
            
                                       Elementary A (n = 34)            Elementary B (n = 34)           
                                                 n         %                      n         %   
                                                                                                               
Gender                                     
    Female 16 47  18 53                           
    Male 18 53  16 47  
 
Grade 
    Second   8 24      8 24                      
    Third   8 24  10 29   
    Fourth  13 38     7 21                                                  
    Fifth   5 14    9 26        
 
Total    34       100            34       100                                      
 
 
Participants for the second part of the study included teachers at Elementary A 
and B. Teachers at each school were asked to complete the Collective Teacher Efficacy 
Scale – Short Form (CTE) (Goddard, 2002) (Appendix A) and a brief teacher 
questionnaire (Appendix B). At Elementary A, a total of 38 of the 53 teachers (71.7 %) 
completed the CTE and 37 completed the questionnaire. At Elementary B, 30 of the 50 
teachers (60 %) completed the CTE. Among this group, 28 returned the questionnaire. 
Table 3 provides demographic information for teachers at each of the two schools based 
upon the questionnaire. As can be seen, the majority of teachers in Elementary A had 
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received Reading First training while the majority of Elementary B had not. A total of 8 
teachers at Elementary A had not completed Reading First training. Among the 8, 3 were 
at fifth grade, 2 at fourth grade, and one each from grades K, 1, and 3. Students in these 
classes were still expected to achieve skills in all reading areas emphasized by the 
Reading First program and were tested along with all other students on the DIBELS four 
times during the school year. 
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Table 3 
Teacher Demographics 
             
                                                 Elementary A (n = 37)               Elementary B (n = 28)  
                                                           n            %                                 n            %   
 
Gender                                                               
     Female 35          95 28          100 
     Male   2 5   0                     
 
Years Teaching 
     First Year 9 24.3 2 7.1                         
     2-5                                             12 32.4 8 28.6          
     6-10                                           10 27.0 9 32.1                         
     11-20  4 10.8 3 10.7                          
     20+                                2 5.4 6 21.4 
 
Highest Degree Earned 
     BA/BS 26 70.3 14            50.0 
     MA/MS 11 29.7 14            50.0 
 
Reading First Trained 
     Trained 29 78.4   2              7.1 
      Not Trained   8 21.6 26            92.9 
 
Years at Current School
     First Year 12 32.4   5            17.9 
     2-5 20 54.1 23            82.1              
     6-10   2 5.4   0                
     10+   3 8.1   0 _ _   
 
Note:  Elementary B opened at the beginning of the 2002-03 school year. 
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Procedures 
Instrumentation 
 
 To determine the equivalency of reading levels between the Reading First and 
non-Reading First groups, results were available from informal reading inventories on 25 
of Elementary A’s 34 students and 27 of the 34 students from Elementary B. These 
reading measures were administered during the 2002-2003 school year. To establish 
initial reading levels for students, the district utilized the Developmental Reading 
Assessment (DRA) (Beaver, 1997) and to a lesser degree, the Flynt-Cooter Reading 
Inventory (Flynt & Cooter, 1998). Scores for students in this study were available in the 
district’s electronic database. Reading levels from the Flynt-Cooter could be converted to 
DRA equivalences using a conversion chart provided by the school district. For purposes 
of this study, all scores were converted to DRA levels to make data interpretation less 
cumbersome. DRA levels for each group are summarized in Table 4. Levels range from 
A to 44 and are not equally spaced. The DRA was designed for use in grades K-3 and is 
administered individually by the teacher. As the student reads selected text from the 
DRA, the teacher completes a running record and the DRA Observation Guide. Results 
from the DRA allow the teacher to monitor the students’ progress and can be used for 
grouping students. The DRA was initially developed and field tested by primary teachers 
in the Upper Arlington City School District in Ohio between 1988 and 1996. According 
to the author, “procedures, forms, and assessment texts have changed over the years in 
response to teachers’ feedback and suggestions” (p. 7). 
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Table 4 
Developmental Reading Assessment Levels from the 2002-03 Academic Year 
    
           Elementary A (n = 25)                                          Elementary B (n = 27)  
 
Grade 2     n = 5                  Grade 2     n = 8                               
 DRA Levels              n      %  DRA Levels              n      %     
   A-14   5 100     A-14  7 87.5 
  16-18  0      16-18            1 12.5 
 
Grade 3 n = 6   Grade 3  n = 10 
 DRA Levels n %  DRA Levels n % 
   A-14 5 83.3     A-14 6 85.7 
  16-18 1 16.7      16-18 1 14.3 
 
Grade 4 n = 9   Grade 4  n = 7 
 DRA Levels n %  DRA Levels n % 
   A-14 1 11.1    A -14 5 71.4 
  16-18  2 22.2    16-18 1 14.3 
  20-24 2 22.2    20-24 1 14.3 
  28-30 3 33.3    28-30 0  
  34-40 1 11.1    34-40 0  
 
Grade 5 n = 5   Grade 5  n = 5 
 DRA Levels n %  DRA Levels n % 
   A-14 0     A-14 1 20.0 
  16-18 0      16-18 3 60.0 
  20-24 4 80.0     20-24 1 20.0 
  28-30 1 20.0     28-30 0   
 
Note: DRA Levels:  A – 14  Readiness to Primer Level, 16 – 18  First Grade , 20 – 24  Second Grade, 28 – 
30  Third Grade, 34 – 40  Fourth Grade, 44 Fifth Grade  
 
 
The Flynt-Cooter was described by the authors as an informal reading inventory for 
assessing reading levels from preprimer to grade 12. Teachers typically administer the 
Flynt-Cooter to determine reading levels, placement, and to establish appropriate reading 
materials needed for instruction. The inventory consists of an interest/attitude 
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questionnaire, sentences to establish initial passage selection, the reading passages, and 
assessment protocols. To assess reading skills, miscues are analyzed by the teacher for 
each level. 
 The Group Reading Assessment and Diagnostic Evaluation (GRADE) (Williams, 
2002), was administered by the school district during May 2004 and May 2005 to all 
students in the study. The two GRADE administrations served as pre- and posttests. The 
GRADE is a group measure given by teachers in their classrooms. In addition to a Total 
Test Standard Score, the GRADE provides separate scores for varying combinations of 
Word Reading, Word Meaning, Vocabulary, Sentence Comprehension, Passage 
Comprehension, and Listening Comprehension subtests depending on grade level. The 
Standard Score has a mean of 100 and a standard deviation of 15. According to the test’s 
technical manual, reliability coefficients obtained by using an alternate form and test-
retest procedures were in the .90 range. Concurrent and predictive validity have been 
established using a variety of other standardized tests. 
 To provide a measure of English fluency, the Bilingual Verbal Ability Tests 
(BVAT) (Muñoz-Sandoval et al., 1998) were administered to all participants by school 
personnel. The BVAT is used to determine initial eligibility for the district’s ESOL 
program and, in turn, is given each year until the ESL student exits the program. 
Participants in the present study were given the BVAT at the end of the 2004 school year 
or at the beginning of the following school year. Administration is individual and 
typically, is given by a bilingual examiner. In addition to Standard Scores, results yield 
Cognitive Academic Language Proficiency (CALP) levels ranging from 1 for Negligible 
English to 5 for Advanced proficiency.  The CALP measure is based upon the conceptual 
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framework established by Cummins (1999). The publisher reported a median alternate 
form and alternate procedure reliability coefficient of .84 for students in grades one 
through 12. Validity was reportedly established with a variety of criterion measures. 
Consideration of the BVAT scores in this study appeared supported by other research 
(Durgunoglu, Nagy & Hancia-Bhatt, 1993; Geva, 2000), which suggested that oral 
language proficiency is positively related to reading comprehension. 
 The Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS) (Good & 
Kaminski, 2001) was developed to measure literacy skills involving letter naming, 
reading fluency, phoneme segmentation fluency, and phoneme onset fluency. The 
students’ grade level determines which subtest or combinations of subtests are given. For 
Reading First  participants, the DIBELS was given individually four times during the 
school year with one administration in the fall, two in winter, and one in spring of 2005. 
Results from the spring 2005 administration were analyzed as a part of this study. 
Students in grade 2 were given the Nonsense Word Fluency and Oral Reading Fluency 
subtests. Grades 3-5 were given only the Oral Reading Fluency subtest. According to 
Gunn, Biglan, Smolkowski, and Ary (2000), reliability of the DIBELS Oral Reading 
Fluency subtest has been established within a range of .92 to .97 using test-retest and 
alternate forms methods. When correlated with other standardized reading measures, 
correlation coefficients ranged from .73 to .93. Criteria have been established for cut-off 
scores that allow interpretation on the basis of expected grade level reading skills.  
 The statewide Florida Comprehensive Assessment Test (FCAT) was administered 
by school personnel in March 2005 to the third, fourth, and fifth grade subjects in the 
proposed study. The FCAT provides two measures for reading. One is based upon the 
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Florida Sunshine State Standards (SSS) and provides Developmental Scores that allow 
assessment of reading progress from year to year. The FCAT SSS also provides reading 
levels. Level 1 is considered failure while Levels 2 through 5 are considered passing.  
Level 3 is considered to represent grade level reading. The second part of FCAT 
assessment is a norm referenced test (NRT). The NRT compares Florida’s students in 
reading and mathematics to other students within the U.S. and yields percentile rankings. 
The FCAT SSS Developmental Scores were used in this study as the measure for final 
analysis. According to the Florida Department of Education, the FCAT is a reliable and 
valid test and meets or exceeds standards for technically sound achievement tests 
(Assessment and Accountability Briefing Book, 2004). 
 The Collective Teacher Efficacy Scale – Short Form (CTES) was developed by 
Goddard (2002) and consists of 12 items using a Likert-type 6-point scale. Response 
choices range from strongly disagree to strongly agree.  A copy of the CTES is provided 
in Appendix A. A significant positive correlation (r = .983) was established between the 
short form and the original 21-item version. Using a multilevel predictive validity model, 
Goddard found that the scale was a positive predictor of variability in schools’ 
mathematics achievement. Both the original scale developed by Goddard, Hoy, and Hoy 
(2000) and the short form, (Goddard), have been validated and determined to have strong 
reliability. Scoring of the CTES for this study required that six items from the scale (4, 5, 
8, 10, 11, and 12) be reversed scored so that high scores would indicate high levels of 
collective efficacy. 
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Data Collection 
 Permission was obtained from the school district’s Research Oversight 
Committee to conduct this study. Further, the principals from Elementary A and B gave 
permission for their schools to participate and to release identification numbers of 
students who were limited English proficient. Copies of the principal permission forms 
are provided in Appendices C and D. Student identification numbers were then used to 
access test scores from the district’s electronic databases. 
As noted above, reading level data from the DRA and Flynt-Cooter were used to 
first establish reading levels of the two groups during the 2003-2004 school year and at 
the initial participation of students in the Reading First program. Test data from the 
GRADE administered in May 2004 and May 2005 were obtained from the school 
district’s electronic database Data Warehouse. The two administrations of the GRADE 
served as a pre- and post-test for gauging reading achievement. The GRADE was scored 
by the school district and results were posted in Data Warehouse by the end of May 
2005. 
All subjects had an evaluation of their English language proficiency using the 
BVAT prior to being selected for participation in the study. Results from the BVAT are 
in the school district’s database Terms, and were accessed by student identification 
numbers.   
The DIBELS assessment is an integral and state required part of the Reading First 
program. All 34 Elementary A participants were administered the DIBELS during May 
2005. For students in grade 2, scores were available and analyzed on the DIBELS 
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Nonsense Word Fluency and Oral Reading Fluency tests. For students in grades 3-5, only 
the Oral Reading Fluency test was administered.    
To assess collective teacher efficacy in each school, a packet for each teacher was 
created and delivered to both Elementary A and B. Both principals requested that they be 
responsible for distributing the packets and returning them to the researcher. Each packet 
contained a Teacher Questionnaire (Appendix B), the collective teacher efficacy measure 
(CTES) (Appendix A), two Teacher Consent forms (Appendix E), and an envelope. All 
packets were delivered two weeks before the end of the teachers’ contract. The teachers 
returned their sealed envelopes to the each principal who then provided them to the 
researcher at the end of the final week of school in May 2005. Teachers at Elementary A 
and B at all six grade levels and the Exceptional Student Education programs completed 
the CTES and Teacher Questionnaire except for third grade teachers at Elementary B. By 
the end of May 2005, no CTES or questionnaires had been returned by this group of 
teachers. 
 
Variables 
The independent variable for this study was participation in a Reading First 
school. This variable could not be manipulated by the researcher as the school district had 
already established which schools were participants in Reading First. The majority of 
teachers at Elementary A were trained in Reading First methodology. The dependent 
variable was reading achievement as measured by standardized tests. Additionally, 
assessment of collective teacher efficacy served as a second dependent variable. 
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 Subject selection variables for both groups included those students who met the 
following criteria: (a) were limited English proficient, (b) participated in ESOL during 
the 2004-2005 school year, (c) had no prior grade retentions, (d) were not identified as 
learning disabled, language impaired, or emotionally handicapped (e) had been tested 
with the GRADE during May 2004 and May 2005, (e) were students in grades 2 through 
5 in either Elementary A or B, (f) first language was Spanish, and (g) participated in the 
district’s free or reduced cost lunch program.  
 
Data Analysis 
 All data were entered into a research database using the Statistical Package for 
the Social Sciences: Graduate Pack 11.5 for Windows (SPSS, 2002) for the purpose of 
analysis. Data were grouped according to the questions of this study. Significance for all 
statistical analyses was determined at the .05 level.  
 The first research question of the study addressed the reading achievement levels 
of the two groups of students after the final administration of the GRADE in May 2005. 
Descriptive statistics including means and standard deviations were calculated for each 
group on the Total GRADE test and the individual subtests. 
 The second research question asked if a significant difference was seen between 
the two groups in the amount of reading progress made during the 2004-05 school year. 
To address this question, two-way analyses of variance (ANOVA) and repeated measures 
ANOVA were calculated on the basis of GRADE scores from the 2004 and 2005 
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administrations. Between-subjects factors included group participation, grade levels, and 
comparison of grade level combinations including 2-3 and 4-5. 
 For the third research question, it was asked what the correlation was between the 
DIBELS scores and the GRADE scores for the Reading First group. Pearson product-
moment correlation was used to address this question. 
 The fourth research question also pertained to correlation and specifically asked if 
there was a relationship between the Total Score on the GRADE and the FCAT scores for 
the third, fourth, and fifth grade students in both groups. Again, Pearson product-moment 
correlation was used to address this question. 
 For research question five, the researcher asked if the GRADE and DIBELS 
scores could serve as predictors of the FCAT scores for students in grades 3-5. Linear 
regression analyses were performed for the GRADE/FCAT and DIBLELS/FCAT 
combinations. Additionally, multiple regression analysis was performed with both the 
DIBELS and GRADE scores to answer this question. 
The final research question asked if there was a significant difference in collective 
teacher efficacy between the Reading First school and the non-Reading First school based 
upon the CTES. The teachers in each school were considered as two independent groups 
and to address this question, a t-test for independent means was calculated.  
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CHAPTER FOUR 
ANALYSIS OF DATA 
 
Results as Related to Research Questions 
A database was developed that included data from 34 students at Elementary A, 
the Reading First school, and 34 from Elementary B,  non-Reading First, in grades 2-5. 
Additionally, scores obtained from the Collective Teacher Efficacy Scale (CTES) 
completed by teachers at both schools were also included. Students were eliminated from 
Elementary A who had not attended that school for the entire 2004-2005 school year. 
Test scores were collected from the school district’s Data Warehouse electronic database 
and were analyzed using Statistical Package for the Social Sciences: Graduate Pack 11.5 
for Windows (SPSS, 2002).   
To establish the initial reading levels for both groups of students, data were 
obtained from the 2003-04 academic year as described above. Table 4 shows results 
based upon an informal reading inventory (DRA) for grades 2-5. As can be seen, 20 of 
the 25 students (80%) with available DRA scores at Elementary A were reading at a 
second grade level (DRA 20 -24) or lower. At Elementary B, all 27 (100%) students were 
reading at this level. The remaining 5 students (20%) at Elementary A were at a fourth to 
fifth grade level. These results indicated that the majority of students at each school were 
at a low and similar reading level, particularly at second and third grades where all 
students were reading at a first grade level or lower.   
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Question One 
 What are the reading achievement levels of a Reading First group (Elementary A) 
and a non-Reading First group (Elementary B) of ESL students after a posttest on the 
Total Test and the individual subtests of the Group Reading Assessment and Diagnostic 
Evaluation (GRADE) (Williams, 2002)?  
Descriptive statistics involving means, ranges, and standard deviations were used 
to analyze the Total Test scores from the GRADE. Both schools had data available for a 
total of 34 students each who met selection criteria. The GRADE Standard Score was 
derived on the basis of a national normative sample and has a mean of 100 and a standard 
deviation of 15. At Elementary A, the mean Total Score was 90.06 (SD = 9.90) while at 
Elementary B, the mean was 94.24 (SD = 10.77) for the 2005 administration. The 
difference between the two means was less than one SD (15 points) from each other and 
both were within one SD of the GRADE’s mean of 100. The range for both sets of data 
was 43. 
 Means and standard deviations were also calculated for grades 2 and 3, and 4 and 
5 at each school for the 2005 administration. While Elementary A emphasized Reading 
First strategies at all grade levels, grades 2 and 3 were the primary targeted recipients of 
Reading First resources. When GRADE scores from second and third grades at both 
schools were analyzed, a difference of one standard deviation or greater was not seen 
between the two means. Elementary A’s mean for the combination of grades 2 and 3 was 
90.56 (SD = 11.00) (N = 16), while Elementary B’s mean was 92.61 (SD = 12.37) (N = 
18). The range of scores for both schools was 43 for grades 2 and 3.  
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When scores at the fourth and fifth grade levels were combined at both schools, 
the mean for Elementary A was 89.61 (SD = 9.10) (n = 18) while at Elementary B, the 
mean was 96.06 (SD = 8.66) (n = 16). Again, a significant difference (15 points or 
greater) was not seen. The ranges of scores at grades 4 and 5 for Elementary A and 
Elementary B were 39 and 33, respectively. Table 5 provides a summary of the Total 
GRADE score descriptive statistics.  
In comparing the 2004 and 2005 Total GRADE scores for both schools, it was 
noted for Elementary A that 15 students (44%) had lower scores during the 2005 
administration while 19 (56%) had higher scores. For Elementary B, 7 (21%) students 
had lower scores, 26 (76%) had higher scores, and one student had no change in score. 
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Table 5 
Elementary A and B Descriptive Statistics for Total Grade Standard Scores 
             
                                                N     Minimum   Maximum    M              SD     Range   
  
Elementary A 
  
Total GRADE   34          68          111          90.06          9.90          43    
 
Grades 2-3 Total Score 16          68          111          90.56         11.00         43           
  
Grades 4-5 Total Score 18          71          110          89.61           9.11         39 
 
 Elementary B 
 
Total Grade    34          71         114          94.24          10.77          43    
 
Grades 2-3 Total Score 18          71         114          92.61          12.37          43 
 
Grades 4-5 Total Score 16          78         111          96.06            8.66          33   
 
Note: All data are from the 2005 administration of the GRADE. 
 
For each individual subtest from the GRADE, the electronic database reported the 
number of items attempted, the number answered correctly, the total possible number of 
items, and the percentage of items answered correctly. Scale scores or any other score 
types were not reported.  To examine each student’s performance on the individual 
subtests, the number of items answered correctly was analyzed and descriptive statistics 
were applied for each grade level. An analysis for all grades combined at each school was 
not possible since the specific subtests administered were dependent on the students’ 
grade level. At grade 2, the Listening Comprehension, Passage Comprehension, Sentence 
Comprehension, Word Meaning, and Word Reading subtests were given. At grade 3, 
Listening Comprehension, Passage Comprehension, Sentence Comprehension, 
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Vocabulary, and Word Reading tests were administered.  For grades 4 and 5, the 
Listening Comprehension, Passage Comprehension, Sentence Comprehension, and 
Vocabulary subtests were given. While subtests can have the same title, the total possible 
number of items can vary by grade level. Table 6 provides the means for each school on 
the subtest scores (number answered correctly) at each grade. Following each rounded 
mean, the total numbers of items possible with the percentage correct are provided below 
in parenthesis.  What emerged as particularly salient from these data were the relatively 
low percentages for the Vocabulary subtest. At the fourth and fifth grade levels, this was 
the lowest percentage except for both schools. Also, the consistently highest percentages 
were seen on the Word Meaning and Word Reading subtests for both schools. 
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Table 6 
Mean Number of Items and Percentages Answered Correctly on GRADE Subtests  
            
                       LCa PC  SC VOC  WM  WR   
Elementary A  
 Grade 2  14/17b 17/28 11/19 ---- 26/27 27/28 
      (82) c   (61)   (58)   (96)  (96) 
 
 Grade 3  12/17 11/28 12/19 14/30 ---- 27/30 
      (71)   (39)   (63)   (47)   (90) 
 
 Grade 4  13/17 15/28 12/19 15/35 ---- ---- 
      (76)   (54)   (63)   (43) 
 
 Grade 5  14/17 18/30 10/19 11/35 ---- ---- 
      (82)   (60)   (53)   (31)  
 
Elementary B  
  
 Grade 2  15/17 16/28 14/19 ---- 25/27 25/28 
      (88)   (57)   (74)    (93)   (89) 
 
 Grade 3  14/17 15/28 14/19 17/30 ---- 28/30  
      (82)   (54)   (74)   (57)    (93) 
 
 Grade 4  15/17 19/28 15/19 21/35 ---- ---- 
      (88)   (68)   (79)   (60) 
 
 Grade 5  15/17 16/30 12/19 14/35 ---- ---- 
      (88)   (53)   (63)   (40)     
 
a LC = Listening Comprehension, PC = Passage Comprehension, SC = Sentence Comprehension 
   VOC = Vocabulary, WM = Word Meaning, WR = Word Reading 
b Ratio of number answered correctly to total possible items for each subtest 
c Percentage of number answered correctly out of total possible 
Blank spaces indicate that the subtest was not given at that particular grade level. 
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Question Two 
 Is there a significant difference between the two groups in the amount of progress 
made during the 2004-2005 school year as shown by the GRADE? 
  Analyses were conducted to examine the interaction of grade placement, 
pre and posttest GRADE scores with participation in Reading First and non-Reading First 
groups. Separate two-way ANOVAs were computed, first with the pretest Total GRADE 
scores and second with the posttest scores. For the pretest analysis, group participation 
(Reading First or non-Reading First) and grade level (grades 2-5) served as fixed factors 
with the GRADE scores serving as the dependent variable. There was not a statistically 
significant effect of grade level (F 3, 60 = 0.73, p > .05). Grade level accounted for 
approximately 4% of the variance in score. The means for each grade level were: Second 
grade 92.06, third grade 88.17, fourth grade 89.25, and fifth grade 86.93. There was not a 
statistically significant effect for group participation (F 1, 60 = 0.19, p > .05). The Reading 
First group’s pretest mean of 88.43 was not significantly different from the non-Reading 
First mean of 89.62. Less than 1% of the variance in pretest score could be attributed to 
group. Finally, there was not a statistically significant interaction effect (F 3, 60 = 1.55, p > 
.05). The interaction between grade and group accounted for approximately 7% of the 
variance in score. Table 7 provides a summary of the pretest analyses. 
 For the posttest GRADE Total scores, similar results were found. There were no 
statistically significant findings for grade level (F 3, 60 = 2.03, p > .05), group effects (F 1, 
60 = 2.98, p > .05), or interaction between grade level and group (F3, 60 = 0.91, p > .05). 
Grade level accounted for approximately 9% of the variance while group accounted for 
approximately 5%. The interaction of grade level and group accounted for approximately 
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4% of the variance. Table 7 provides specific data from analyses of the posttest measure. 
Means for posttest GRADE scores were: Second grade 95.69, third grade 88.06, fourth 
grade 92.85, and fifth grade 92.36. For the two groups, there was no statistical difference 
between Reading First (M = 90.30) and non-Reading First (M = 94.70) mean scores. 
 To further address research question two, a repeated measures one-way analysis 
of variance (ANOVA) was computed with pre and post Total GRADE test scores serving 
as the within-subjects factors (Test) and the four grade levels (2-5) as the between-
subjects factors (Group). There was a statistically significant difference seen between 
pretest (M = 89.15, SD = 11.04) and posttest (M = 92.15, SD = 10.48) scores (F 1, 64 = 
7.44, p < .01). Approximately 10% of the variance in scores could be attributed to the 
pre/post factor. There was not a statistically significant difference seen for grade levels (F 
1, 64 =1.07, p > .05). Means for each grade were: Second grade 93.88 (SD = 2.42), third 
grade 88.11 (SD = 2.28), fourth grade 91.05 (SD = 2.16), and fifth grade 89.64 (SD = 
2.58). Approximately 5% of the variance could be explained by between-subjects effects. 
Finally, there was not a statistically significant interaction effect between groups and 
GRADE pre and post scores (F 3, 64 = 1.02, p > .05). Table 8 provides a summary of all 
repeated measures ANOVA results. 
Additional repeated measures ANOVAS were conducted to specifically examine 
combined data from both schools where grades 2 and 3 and grades 4 and 5 served as two 
separate groups. As noted above, students in the second and third grades at Elementary A 
were targeted participants in the Reading First program. A one-way repeated measures 
ANOVA was computed with the second and third grade pre and post Total GRADE 
scores serving as within-subjects factors (Test) and the two grade levels (2 and 3) serving 
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as between-subjects factors Group). A statistically significant difference was not seen in 
pre (M = 90.0, SD = 12.23) and posttest (M = 91.65, SD = 11.62) scores for the two 
groups (F1,32 = .72, p > .05). Approximately 2% of the variance could be explained by the 
pre and post test factors. When considering group participation no statistical difference 
seen between grade 2 (M =90.44, SD = 2.70) and grade 3 (M = 91.17, SD = 2.55) groups 
(F1, 32 = .04, p > .05). Less than 1% of the variance could be attributed to group 
participation. Similarly, a significant interaction effect was not seen (F1, 32 = .51, p > .05). 
Approximately 2% of the variance could be explained by the interaction of groups and 
test administration.  
 In contrast to the second and third grade results, a statistically significant 
difference was seen between pre (M = 88.29, SD = 9.8) and posttest (M = 92.65, SD = 
9.36) scores for grades 4 and 5 (F1, 32 = 10.71, p < .01). Approximately 25% of the 
variance in scores could be attributed to pre/posttest factor. When group participation was 
considered, there was no statistically significant difference seen between grade 4 (M = 
91.05, SD = 1.98) and grade 5 (89.64, SD = 2.34) students (F1, 32 = .21, p > .05). 
Approximately 7% of the variance could be accounted for by group participation. A 
statistically significant interaction effect was not found (F1, 32 = .44, p > .05). Here, 
approximately 1% of the variance could be explained by the interaction of group 
participation and the pre/post testing.  
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Table 7 
Two-Way ANOVA for GRADE Pre and Posttest Scores, Grades 2-5, Group, and 
Interaction Effects 
   
Condition             Variable     F    df                ŋ2  
 
Pretest (n = 68) 
   Grade    0.73  3, 60  .035 
   Group    0.19  1, 60  .003 
   Grade X Group  1.55  3, 60  .072 
 
Posttest (n = 68) 
   Grade    2.03  3, 60  .092 
   Group    2.98  1, 60  .047 
   Grade X Group  0.91  3, 60  .044  
 
Note: * p< .05, **p< .01 
Grade = Grades 2-5, Group = Reading First and Non-Reading First  
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Table 8 
Repeated Measures ANOVA 
             
Condition  Variable     F    df    ŋ2  
                                                 
Grades 2-5 (n= 68) 
   Group    1.07  3, 64  .048
   Test    7.44**  1, 64  .104  
   Group X Test   1.02  3, 64  .046 
 
Grades 2 and 3 (n =34) 
   Group    0.04      1, 32  .001 
   Test             0.72   1, 32  .022 
   Group X Test   0.51  1, 32  .016  
 
Grades 4 and 5 (n =34)  
   Group      .21  1, 32  .066 
   Test             10.71**  1, 32  .251  
   Grade X Group    .44  1, 32  .014  
 
Note: * p< .05, **p< .01 
Group = Grade Levels, Test = Pre and Post GRADE Scores  
 
Question Three 
 What is the correlation between scores on the Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early 
Literacy Skills (DIBELS), (Good & Kaminski, 2001) and GRADE scores for the Reading 
First group?  
 To address this question, two sets of data were derived and were then analyzed by 
computing Pearson product-moment correlations. First, all students in the Reading First 
group had been administered the Oral Reading Fluency (ORF) subtest from the DIBELS. 
The number of words read correctly in one minute was reported as the raw score. These 
scores were then correlated with the Total GRADE scores from the 2005 administration. 
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A significant positive correlation was seen (r = .38, p < .05) between the GRADE and the 
DIBELS ORF scores for all 34 students. Approximately 14% of the variance could be 
accounted for.  
 A second correlation was computed between the Total GRADE and the Nonsense 
Word Fluency (NWF) subtest scores for the students in second grade (N = 8). This was 
the only sub-group from the Reading First sample tested with the NWF subtest. Here, the 
final score was represented by the total number of letter sounds students could provide 
for nonsense words within one minute. Results showed a non-significant negative 
correlation between the NWF subtest and the total GRADE score for this small sample (r 
= -.08, p > .05). However, meaningful interpretation is limited due to the small sample 
size. Table 9 provides a summary of correlation coefficients. 
 
Question Four 
 What is the correlation between Total Score on the GRADE and the Florida 
Comprehensive Assessment Test (FCAT) for third, fourth, and fifth grade students in the 
Reading First and non-Reading First groups? 
 For the Reading First group, Pearson product moment correlations were computed 
for all students in grades 3-5 who had available FCAT scores (N = 25). A significant 
positive correlation was found between the FCAT Developmental Scores and the Total 
GRADE scores for this group (r = .56, p < .01). Here, approximately 31% of the variance 
could be explained. Interestingly, when the Reading First 2004 Total GRADE scores 
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were correlated with the 2005 FCAT Developmental scores, a significant correlation was 
not found (r = .25, p > .05). 
 Correlations were computed for each grade level with both groups using 2005 
GRADE Total and 2005 FCAT Developmental Scores. Among the Reading First group, 
only the fourth grade group (n =13) showed a significant positive correlation (r = .61, p < 
.05). From this calculation, approximately 37% of the variance could be explained.  
Correlations for grade 3 (n = 7) (r =.55, p > .05) and grade 5 (n = 5) (r = .60, p > .05) 
were not statistically significant using a 2-tailed test.  
 For the non-Reading First group (N = 25), a significant positive correlation was 
also seen between the 2005 FCAT Developmental Scores and the GRADE Total scores (r 
= .80, p < .01) for students in grades 3-5. From this computation, 64% of the variance 
could be explained. Similar to the Reading First group, a non-significant correlation was 
seen between the 2005 FCAT scores and the 2004 Total GRADE scores (r = .23, p > 
.05). 
 When correlations were performed on individual grade level FCAT and GRADE 
scores in the non-Reading First group, all three calculations were statistically significant. 
At grade 3 (n = 9) results yielded a Pearson product moment r of .90 (p < .01). Here, 81% 
of the variance could be accounted for. For grade 4 (n = 7), the correlation coefficient 
was .86 (p < .05) and could explain approximately 74% of the variance. For grade 5 (n = 
9) of the non-Reading First group, results revealed a correlation coefficient of .70 (p < 
.05) and could account for 49% of the variance.  It is important to note that interpretation 
of individual grade level correlations is very limited due to the small number of scores in 
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each group. Table 9 provides a summary of correlation coefficients for variables 
addressed in research question 4.  
 
Table 9 
DIBELS, FCAT, and GRADE Correlations 
             
Variables       GRADE (2005)          GRADE (2004)        
                                                 
Reading First 
   DIBELS ORF   .38*   ---   
   DIBELS NWF             -.08   ---  
   FCAT DS    .56**   .25 
   3rd Grade FCAT   .55   --- 
   4th Grade FCAT   .61*    --- 
   5th Grade FCAT   .60   --- 
Non-Reading First 
   FCAT DS    .80**   .23 
   3rd Grade FCAT   .90**    --- 
   4th Grade FCAT   .86*    --- 
   5th Grade FCAT   .70*   ---   
 
Note: * p< .05, **p< .01 
  
Question Five 
 Can the GRADE and/or DIBELS scores serve as predictors of the FCAT Reading 
score?  
The predictive capability of the Total GRADE score and the DIBELS Oral 
Reading Fluency (ORF) for the Reading First group were addressed individually through 
regression analysis. The Total GRADE score for the third, fourth, and fifth grade students 
(N = 25) was found to be a significant predictor of the 2005 FCAT Developmental Score 
(r = .56, F1, 24 = 10.67, p < .01). Because r2 = 0.29, 29% of the variance in the FCAT 
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score could be accounted for by the GRADE score. The regression equation was found to 
be: Predicted FCAT Score = -260.39 + 16.89 (GRADE Total score). 
The DIBELS ORF (N = 25) score was also found to be a significant predictor of 
the FCAT score for the Reading First group (r = .44, F1, 24 = 5.53, p < .05). Because the r2 
value was .16, 16% of the variance in FCAT Reading score could be accounted for by the 
ORF score. The regression equation was found to be:  Predicted FCAT score = 784.21 + 
4.4 (ORF score). 
A multiple regression was performed with the FCAT Reading Developmental 
Score as the dependent variable and the DIBELS ORF and GRADE Total scores as the 
combined predictor variable for the Reading First group. The combination of the ORF 
and GRADE scores was found to be a significant predictor of FCAT scores (R = .62, F2, 
24 = 6.82, p < .05). This combination could account for 33% (R2 = .33) of the variance in 
the FCAT score. The regression equation was: Predicted FCAT score = -286.28 + 2.75 
(ORF score) + 13.96 (GRADE Total score). 
For the non-Reading First group (N = 25), a regression analysis was performed 
using the FCAT Developmental Score as the dependent variable and the Total score from 
the GRADE as the predictor variable. Similar to the Reading First group, the GRADE 
Total score was a significant predictor of the FCAT score (r = .80, F1, 24 = 39.63, p < .01). 
The r2 value was .62 and as a result, 62% of the variance of the FCAT score could be 
accounted for by the Total GRADE score. The regression equation was found to be: 
Predicted FCAT score = -1725.23 + 32.22 (GRADE Total score). 
Results of the regression analyses of the FCAT Developmental Score for both 
groups on the predictor variables described above are outlined in Table 10. 
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Table 10 
Predictors of FCAT Developmental Scores for Reading First and Non-Reading First 
Groups 
            
Predictor Variable     MS  df  F  r2/ R2  
 
Reading First Group  
 GRADE Total  43786.13 1, 24           10.67**  .29 
 DIBELS ORF  51666.72 1, 24  5.53*  .16 
 GRADE & ORF 41361.13 2, 24  6.82*  .33 
Non-Reading First Group 
 GRADE Total  52139.97 1, 24           39.63**  .62  
 
Note: * p< .05, ** p< .01  
 
Question Six 
 Is there a significant difference in collective teacher efficacy, as assessed by the 
Collective Teacher Efficacy Scale (CTES) (Goddard, 2002), between the Reading First 
and the non-Reading First school?  
First, the CTES was analyzed to determine its reliability. Items would be deleted 
that resulted in a negative item-total correlation or a correlation of .15 or lower to the 
total scale. This would help reduce variables such as poor item construction, random 
response, or others related to measurement error. Tables 11 and 12 provide item statistics 
for the Reading First and Non-Reading First groups, respectively from the 12-item CTES. 
Table 13 provides statistics for both groups combined. As can be seen, no items met 
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criteria for deletion. Responses were on a 6-point Likert-type scale with high scores 
indicating higher levels of collective efficacy. The following items were reversed scored: 
4, 5, 8, 10, 11, and 12. 
 An estimate of internal consistency was first derived by computing Cronbach’s 
coefficient alpha (Cronbach, 1951) on each group’s scale individually. Results for the 
Reading First group indicated evidence of internal consistency with an alpha coefficient 
of .85. For the non-Reading First group, an alpha coefficient of .70 was obtained. Second, 
the two groups were combined so that alpha coefficients could be obtained for each item 
and all 68 total scores.  Alpha levels ranged from .72 to .84 for the individual items and 
the total scores. 
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Table 11 
Item Statistics for the Reading First CTES 
            
Item No.    M   SD      Item-Total r  
 
1    4.58   1.11  .58 
2    4.61     .79  .78 
3    5.16   1.00  .65 
4    5.13   1.21  .69 
5    5.66     .63  .43 
6    2.97   1.35  .73 
7    1.66     .78  .63 
8    3.79   1.44  .64 
9    2.53   1.20  .68 
10    4.90   1.16  .55 
11    4.21   1.38  .53 
12    4.71   1.39  .60 
 
Total              49.89   8.41    --   
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Table 12 
Item Statistics for the Non-Reading First CTES 
            
Item No.    M   SD      Item-Total r  
 
1    5.07     .69  .47 
2    5.23     .68  .47 
3    5.47     .57  .18 
4    5.23   1.36  .40 
5    5.47     .86  .33 
6    3.60   1.50  .48 
7    2.90   1.54  .46 
8    4.37   1.33  .73 
9    4.17   1.23  .51 
10    5.43   1.25  .39 
11    5.33   1.06  .47 
12    5.27     .64  .38 
 
Total              57.23   6.75    --   
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Table 13 
Item Statistics for Both the Reading First and Non-Reading First CTES 
            
Item No.    M   SD      Item-Total r  
 
1    4.79     .97  .58 
2    4.88     .80  .72 
3    5.29     .85  .54 
4    5.18   1.27  .56 
5    5.56     .76  .31 
6    3.25   1.44  .66 
7    2.16   1.28  .67 
8    4.07   1.40  .70 
9    3.19   1.47  .72 
10    5.22   1.12  .56 
11    4.68   1.38  .62 
12    4.94   1.16  .55 
 
Total              53.13   8.50    --   
 
 
A t-test for independent means was computed using the total scores from  
 
the Reading First and non-Reading First groups’ CTES. As noted above, six items were 
reversed scored so that the higher the total scores, the greater the indication of collective 
efficacy. Results revealed a statistically significant difference in collective teacher 
efficacy between the Reading First and non-Reading First school (t = -3.89, df = 66, p < 
.01).  The 95% Confidence Interval indicated the true mean difference (-7.34) may range 
from -11.11<µ<-3.57. Teachers completing the CTES in the Reading First school had a 
mean score of 49.89 (SD = 8.42) while those in the non-Reading First school had a 
significantly higher mean of 57.23 (SD = 6.76). 
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CHAPTER FIVE 
CONCLUSIONS, DISCUSSION, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
Summary of Findings 
     The focus of this study was the reading achievement of Hispanic, limited English 
students in a school designated as Reading First and one that was not a recipient of 
Reading First resources. Reading achievement was assessed with the Group Reading 
Assessment and Diagnostic Evaluation (GRADE), (Williams, 2002), a standardized, 
group administered, and nationally normed reading test. Contrasts between pre and post 
administrations of the GRADE were examined and were considered in relation to 
Reading First and non-Reading First groups as well as, individual grade levels. Other 
measures of reading skills that were available at the time of the study were also utilized 
as dependent measures in assessing Reading First and non-Reading First participants. 
These included the Florida Comprehensive Assessment Test (FCAT) and the Dynamic 
Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS), (Good & Kaminski, 2001). As a 
secondary investigation, the concept of collective teacher efficacy was assessed in an 
effort to determine if differences were apparent between the Reading First and non-
Reading First schools. One hypothesis considered was that the intensive teacher training 
and focus of Reading First strategies in a school community could facilitate increased 
collective teacher efficacy.   
Results from an informal reading inventory were considered for initial assessment 
of reading skills at the time the Reading First program was initiated at the beginning of 
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the 2003-2004 academic year. Essentially, reading levels for both groups were low and 
for the majority, at or below first grade. At Elementary B, the non-Reading First school, 
100% of students were at this level. For the Reading First school, five of the 34 students 
had informal reading scores at a fourth to fifth grade level while the remaining 80% were 
at first grade or lower.  
The GRADE served as a pretest for both schools during May 2004 and was 
administered again to all participants during May of 2005. When compared to the 
national normative sample, the pretest and posttest Total Grade scores for both groups 
were within one standard deviation (SD) (15 points) of each other and within one SD of 
the test’s mean Scale score of 100. When the individual subtests of the post GRADE 
were examined, findings suggested that both groups performed well on Word Reading 
and Word Meaning but had rather consistent difficulty with the Vocabulary measure. 
This would not be surprising since all students in this study were limited English 
proficient. 
To assess the potential significance of any differences between the two groups 
and the pre and posttest measures, two-way and repeated measures analyses of variance 
(ANOVA) were computed. Findings from the two-way ANOVAs did not reveal 
statistically significant differences between the Reading First and non-Reading First 
groups on either the pretest or posttest measures of the GRADE. Further, significant 
effects for grade level or the interaction of group participation with grade level were not 
found for either the pretest or posttest analyses. However, when considering the two 
groups as a whole on the pre and posttest Total grade scores, a significant difference was 
seen based upon repeated measures ANOVA. The posttest mean score was significantly 
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higher than the pretest mean. This indicated that the students as a whole had progressed 
significantly since the pretest in their reading skills as assessed by the GRADE. 
Statistically significant interaction effects between the two groups and the GRADE 
scores were not found.   
While all students at Elementary A were recipients of Reading First strategies, 
second and third graders represented the primary targeted group for Reading First 
resources. When GRADE data from second and third grade were analyzed as an 
individual group at both schools on the pre and post Total GRADE scores, no statistical 
difference was found. Conversely, when fourth and fifth grades were isolated, a 
statistically significant difference was found between pre and posttest measures. Posttest 
scores were significantly higher than pretest. Significant differences between the Reading 
First and non-Reading First groups were not found nor was there a significant interaction 
effect. Essentially, this grouping of students made substantial gains from the 2004 to the 
2005 academic year. Further, this group appeared to have contributed significantly to the 
overall difference found in pre and posttest measures as noted above. 
Correlational analyses were used to address questions about the relationship 
among the various tests instruments used in this study. All students in the Reading First 
group were administered the DIBELS four times during the 2004-05 academic year. 
Scores from the last administration during May 2005 were correlated with the Total post-
GRADE scores. A significant positive correlation was found between the DIBELS Oral 
Reading Fluency (ORF) test and the Total GRADE. Similarly, a significant and positive 
correlation was found between the Total post-GRADE scores and Developmental Scores 
from the FCAT reading measure for both groups. When individual correlations were 
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computed for each grade level, only the fourth grade scores (n = 13) were positively 
related to the FCAT for the Reading First group. Conversely, scores from all non-
Reading First grade levels (2-3) were found to have significant and positive correlations 
with the FCAT Developmental Scores. While correlational data at individual grades and   
the DIBELS NWF and GRADE relationship were presented, it was noted that meaningful 
interpretation was limited due to very small sample sizes. When the 2004 GRADE scores 
from both groups were correlated with the FCAT scores, a statistically significant 
relationship was not found.   
Analyses were also conducted to address whether the Total GRADE scores and 
the DIBELS scores could serve as predictors of the FCAT. Results showed that the 
GRADE Total score was a statistically significant predictor of the FCAT reading 
Developmental Score for both groups of students. The DIBELS ORF test was also found 
to be a significant predictor of the FCAT reading score for the Reading First group. A 
significant correlation was not found between the DIBELS Nonsense Word Fluency and 
FCAT Developmental Scores. 
As indicated above, students in the non-Reading First group were not given the 
DIBELS. Further, when the DIBELS ORF and the Total GRADE scores were combined, 
the two measures together accounted for greater variance in the FCAT scores than either 
alone. 
As a second part of this study, the concept of collective teacher efficacy was 
assessed by administering the Collective Teacher Efficacy Scale-Short Form (CTES) 
(Goddard, 2002) to teachers at both Elementary A and B. After distribution of the CTES 
at each school, the return rate was 69.8% at Elementary A and 60% at Elementary B. 
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Unfortunately, none of the third grade teachers at Elementary B returned the CTES and 
as a group, their input was not represented in the overall findings. Analysis of the 
returned CTES indicated significant internal consistency for the CTES from both schools 
(Elementary A, α = .70; Elementary B, α = .85). None of the 12 items required deletion 
due to negative item-total correlation or a correlation of .15 or less. Findings revealed a 
significantly higher level of collective teacher efficacy at Elementary B, the non-Reading 
First school, than at Elementary A.  
 
Discussion 
Reading First and ESL Students 
 
The literature on explicit reading instruction for ESL students reviewed as a part 
of this study was sparse. However, there was tentative evidence that these students could 
benefit from such instruction, particularly when phonemic awareness training was 
included (Gunn et al., 2000, 2002). The present study focused on the benefits of 
systematic and explicit reading instruction for limited English proficient students with 
specific attention given to the instructional reading strategies that are provided in the 
Reading First program. Findings did not conflict with the literature. After participating a 
year in a Reading First school where resources and instructional methods were focused 
on phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, vocabulary, and comprehension, a sample of 
ESL students did not score significantly different from a sample of ESL students 
instructed in a non-Reading First school on a group administered reading test. Both 
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groups of students had similar outcomes after one year of instruction regardless of 
Reading First emphasis or not.  A significant difference was seen between pre and 
posttest measures on the group test when both samples of students were combined.  At 
first glance, both Reading First and non-Reading First groups apparently benefited from 
the reading instruction available at their schools. Further analysis suggested that this 
difference in pre and posttest scores was partially due to the progress made by the fourth 
and fifth graders. When second and third grade students from both schools were 
combined, no difference was found between the pre and posttest measures. It would 
appear that both schools provided similar reading instruction. Another interpretation is 
that as the level of English proficiency increased for students during the year and 
particularly for fourth and fifth graders, they were better able to benefit from reading 
instruction provided only in English. In fact, there were students in both groups who were 
exited from the ESOL programs by the end of the year. 
When the GRADE reading data collected here were compared to a national 
normative sample, both Reading First and non-Reading First groups were within one 
standard deviation of the test’s mean of 100 on both the pretest and posttest. An 
examination of the individual subtests comprising the GRADE indicated higher scores on 
tasks involving word identification and lower skills in vocabulary. The latter was found 
primarily for the fourth and fifth grade students at both schools. It would appear that 
limited English proficient students benefited from instruction in phonemic awareness and 
phonics and in turn, these skills likely helped their performance on the Word Reading and 
Word Meaning subtests from the GRADE. Consistent with their limited English status, it 
is understandable that vocabulary knowledge would be lower. It would also be expected 
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that limited English ability influenced measures of reading comprehension where a 
higher level of abstract language might have been required. However, this was an 
inconsistent finding from the GRADE data collected for this study. Generally, 
interpretation of findings suggested that ESL students benefited from instruction 
emphasizing explicit reading instruction. They did not, in fact, appear to lose skills or fail 
to make reading progress over the course of one year. However, what remained 
unanswered was the ultimate value of the extensive resources and expense of Reading 
First for ESL students and whether their instructional time may have been better spent in 
a dual language program or other options where native language instruction occurred. 
Tentative findings here suggested that continued and intensive efforts will be needed to 
address vocabulary development and the students’ cognitive academic language skills. At 
least in Florida, expectations for adequate language proficiency and grade level reading 
achievement appear to arise prior to the time when such development normally occurs for 
students in immersion programs (Collier, 1989). 
Correlation analyses showed a positive relationship among three dependent 
measures used to assess reading achievement. Using multiple regression, two of the 
measures, GRADE Total Scale score and the DIBELS Oral Reading Fluency (ORF) 
measure, were predictive of the state FCAT reading Developmental Score and accounted 
for a greater amount of variance than either measure alone. This finding was particularly 
interesting since ORF assessed the number of words read correctly within one minute. 
The GRADE does not have a similar test but findings here suggested that some of the 
same processes such as decoding involved in reading words accurately aloud likely 
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contributed to the GRADE and FCAT measures. The GRADE’s Word Meaning and 
Word Reading subtests appeared to rely heavily on decoding words. 
The regression analyses tentatively suggested that the GRADE and DIBELS 
scores could serve to alert school and district personnel about ESL students who could 
potentially fail the FCAT. However, to actually benefit the most from the capabilities of 
the predictive measures, it would be essential that the district administer the GRADE 
prior to the FCAT. This was not the case for the present study. 
The correlation between the 2004 administration of the GRADE and the 2005 
FCAT scores was not significant for the students who participated in this study. One 
possible hypothesis was that as the students became more proficient in English fluency 
and reading, they were better able to generalize the skills they had acquired to variable 
measures of reading, especially if such measures became less context dependent.  
As a final note, nearly half (46%) of students in this study who took the 2005 
FCAT failed it based upon state criteria where Level 1 performance signified below 
grade level reading skills. Approximately 52% of Reading First and 40% of Non-Reading 
First students scored at Level 1.  In view of the literature reviewed here and the theories 
pertaining to the amount of time required for second language acquisition, this finding 
would not appear extraordinary.  
Collective Teacher Efficacy 
Results here did not support the hypothesis that, at least in this study, a school’s 
designation as Reading First would necessarily promote increased collective efficacy 
when compared to a non-Reading First school. The research question asked if the 
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intensive training of teachers in Reading First strategies and a school-wide approach to 
implementing them would contribute to positive teacher efficacy. As seen in Table 3, 
approximately 78% of teachers responding to the Teacher Questionnaire at Elementary A 
had received Reading First training. Results showed that collective efficacy was 
significantly higher in the non-Reading First (Elementary B) school. An obvious question 
was what were the variables that influenced this difference in collective efficacy? As 
noted by Ross, Hogaboam-Gray, and Gray in 2003, there was no available research that 
had examined principals’ role in contributing to collective teacher efficacy. According to 
Ross et al., there were, however, studies supporting the influence of transformation 
leadership on collective efficacy. Leadership variables could not be excluded as 
contributing to the difference found in the present study.  
Another variable that could be questioned as contributing to the difference may 
have been the degree of teacher experience and training. For the Reading First school, 
24% of teachers were first year teachers while only 7% were first year at the non-Reading 
First school. For the latter, 64% of teachers responding to the Teacher Questionnaire had 
more than 5 years of teaching experience. At the Reading First school, 43% had more 
than 5 years. Years of college education also varied. At Reading First, 29% had degrees 
beyond the bachelor’s level. In contrast, 50% of teachers responding to the questionnaire 
at the non-Reading First school had degrees beyond the bachelor’s. At least in the area of 
student achievement, teacher experience and training have been found to have a 
significant effect on reading and mathematics achievement with somewhat smaller effects 
seen for training (Nye, Konstantopoulos, & Hedges, 2004). A final consideration would 
be the amount of time a staff has worked together and the degree of turnover. Could the 
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cohesiveness and mutual experience of a group positively influence collective efficacy? 
As noted above, Elementary B was a relatively new school and 82% of respondents had 
been there for a 2 to 5 year period. In contrast, approximately 32% of Elementary A 
respondents were first year teachers in that school.  
 
Conclusions 
Collier’s summary of research (1989) highlighted the challenges for ESL students 
in learning a second language in the U.S. while at the same time, acquiring academic 
skills. Her discussion clearly underlined the complexity of the issue and in turn, the 
necessity to avoid simplistic solutions and the failure to acquire evaluative data to assess 
their benefits. The present study offered no conclusive evidence that explicit reading 
instruction involving phonics, phonemic awareness, fluency, vocabulary, and 
comprehension, significantly helped or hindered the reading achievement of a sample of 
ESL students in a Southwest Florida school district. The group of Reading First students 
who met criteria for this study eventually attained a reading level equivalent to that of a 
sample who did not attend a Reading First school. Interpretation of findings suggested 
that both groups likely received similar instruction regardless of the Reading First 
designation or not and second, an increase in their English proficiency may have made 
English only reading instruction more meaningful. There is the implication as noted by 
August and Hakuta (1997), that the quality and nature of instruction provided by teachers 
is as important as the language of instruction. This may also be true regardless of 
programmatic instructional designations such as Reading First. 
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As a second part of the present study, the construct of collective teacher efficacy 
(CTES) was explored in an effort to understand its relationship to a school wide 
curricular approach such as Reading First. The outcome did not support the notion that 
Reading First necessarily and positively enhanced CTES. However, there was tentative 
and additional evidence that CTES is likely a complex and multifactored concept with an 
array of variables that interact to help generate teachers’ beliefs that they can positively 
influence the achievement of students in their school. From this study, it would seem 
worthwhile to continue the exploration of CTES and particularly, if there is indeed a 
mutual reinforcement of students’ feelings of success and their teachers’ collective 
efficacy beliefs. For ESL students, understanding how to enhance the positive interaction 
of CTES and student success could lend further support to understanding and addressing 
the challenges they face.   
 
Recommendations for Future Research 
 This study represented a small step in exploring the benefits of explicit reading 
instruction for limited English, lower socioeconomic Hispanic students. It would seem 
paramount to continue the pursuit of appropriate reading instruction for such students 
particularly in the state of Florida where third graders can face multiple retentions if they 
fail the FCAT reading measures. It is unfortunate that the National Reading Panel (NRP) 
(National Institute of Child Health and Human Development, 2000a) chose not to 
consider research in their analyses pertaining to the reading instruction for ESL students. 
It is also unfortunate that programs such as Reading First have generalized the NRP’s 
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findings to all students, including those where English is a second language (ESL) with, 
thus far, a poverty of empirical evidence. From the literature reviewed in the present 
study, there appeared to be little meta-analytic work examining the effects of only 
providing explicit English reading instruction for ESL students without literacy 
instruction in their native language. Such studies, when compared to dual instruction for 
example, could offer insights about the comparative benefits of each approach. 
 With the advent of the Reading First program, there is clearly a need for 
experimental studies with larger sample sizes where students are randomly assigned to 
Reading First and control groups. Unlike the present causal-comparative study, such 
experimental design could further limit the influence of variables in an effort to better 
highlight the effects or lack thereof, of Reading First strategies. It is interesting to note 
that following the present study, Congress mandated that the General Accounting Office 
conduct a study of the Reading First program (Education News, 2005). Reportedly, 
critics have alleged that Reading First failed to fulfill the intent of Congress and ignored 
other programs with demonstrated effectiveness. 
A further area of need is longitudinal study of Reading First ESL participants. 
Due to the program’s recency, there is understandably an absence of information on how 
these students fare in later school years. Issues that should be addressed would include 
the catch up rate of ESL students with their monolingual peers in reading achievement 
and whether their drop out rates and graduation rates are influenced or not by Reading 
First participation.  Collier’s (1992) discussion of methodological hazards in studying 
ESL students’ achievement would appear particularly relevant to the consideration of 
studies of this nature. 
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Analyses were performed in this study to examine the predictability of reading 
measures on the Florida state achievement test (FCAT). Specifically, the GRADE and 
DIBELS were found to be significant predictors. However, only the spring 2005 
administration of the DIBELS was used for analysis. Consistent with Reading First 
requirements, the DIBELS was administered four times during the school year. Efforts to 
determine when during the year the DIBELS is first able to predict subsequent FCAT 
scores would be beneficial. This would allow schools to begin intervention at the earliest 
possible date for those students most likely to fail the FCAT. 
The present study used quantitative measures to examine explicit reading 
instruction for ESL students. Studies employing qualitative analyses could offer insight 
into the affective aspects of Reading First, both for students and teachers. Of particular 
interest would be the influence of Reading First strategies on the self image of students, 
their perceptions of success, and their motivation to persist in learning the literacy of a 
second language.  
Due to the small sample sizes in this study and the limitations noted, 
generalization of findings would be tentative and limited to similar students in the school 
district where the data were collected. Further study of all ESL students who participate 
in Reading First schools would provide more reliable information about the benefits of 
the program.  
As noted above, nearly half of the students participating in this study failed the 
2005 FCAT reading test despite the progress they made between pre and posttest 
GRADE measures. This finding, together with the literature pertaining to second 
language acquisition, suggested that school districts should carefully examine the 
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efficacy of administering high stakes tests before grade 6 or later to ESL students who 
have only participated in immersion programming.  
In the area of Collective Teacher Efficacy, this study suggested a need for more 
investigation into the effects of curricular approaches and programming such as Reading 
First where other variables are better controlled. For example, teacher experience and 
training if held constant might allow greater insight into the effects of curriculum and 
instruction. There is the obvious question that if levels of both or each independently 
increase does the degree of collective efficacy also rise? In addition, the concept of an 
enabling school structure as described by Hoy and Sweetland (2001) could also be 
relevant to the present findings. According to these authors, enabling schools essentially 
are characterized by procedures, rules, and a hierarchical authority system that provide 
teachers with a sense of power and autonomy. Their scale for measurement of enabling 
bureaucratic structures was found to be reliable. For future studies in the area of 
collective teacher efficacy, it would be beneficial to include a measure of enabling school 
structure in an effort to consider another possible and influential variable. 
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APPENDIX A 
COLLECTIVE TEACHER EFFICACY SCALE-SHORT FORM 
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Directions: Please indicate the degree to which you agree or disagree with each statement below by circling 
the appropriate number to the right of each statement. 
 
                Disagree   Agree 
                 slightly      slightly 
      more         more  
   Strongly     Moderately than    than     Moderately     Strongly 
   disagree        disagree  agree  disagree         agree            agree 
                  
          1              2     3        4             5                   6       
                                   _____________________________________________________ 
1. Teachers in this school       1             2      3         4             5                  6  
    are able to get through  
    to difficult students. 
 
2. Teachers here are        1             2      3        4             5     6 
    confident they will be 
    able to motivate their 
    students. 
 
3. Teachers in this school        1              2      3         4             5     6   
    really believe every child 
    can learn. 
 
4. If a child doesn’t want to     1             2      3         4             5     6 
    learn, teachers here give 
    up. 
 
5. Teachers here don’t have     1             2      3         4             5     6 
    the skills needed to pro- 
    duce meaningful student 
    learning. 
 
6. These students come to       1             2      3         4             5     6 
     school ready to learn. 
 
7. Home life provides so         1             2      3         4             5     6 
    many advantages the 
    students here are bound 
    to learn. 
 
8. Students here just aren’t      1             2      3         4             5     6 
    motivated to learn. 
 
9. The opportunities in this      1             2      3         4             5     6 
    community help ensure 
    these students will learn. 
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                                                                                  Disagree   Agree 
                 slightly      slightly 
      more         more  
   Strongly     Moderately than    than     Moderately     Strongly 
   disagree        disagree  agree  disagree         agree            agree 
                       
          1              2     3        4             5                   6       
                                   _____________________________________________________ 
10. Learning is more           1             2      3         4            5   6 
      difficult at this school 
      because students are 
      worried about their 
       safety. 
 
11. Drug and alcohol          1             2      3         4            5   6 
      abuse in the community 
      make learning difficult 
      for students here. 
 
12. Teachers in this             1             2      3         4            5   6 
       school do not have 
       the skills to deal 
       with student 
       disciplinary problems. 
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APPENDIX B 
TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE 
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1.  What is your gender?  Male  Female 
 
2.  How many years have you been teaching? _______________________ 
 
3.  Have you completed Reading First training?   Yes       No 
 
4.  What is the highest degree you have earned? 
 Bachelors 
 Master’s 
 Specialists 
 Doctorate 
 Other_____________________________ 
     
5.  How many years have you been teaching at this school? _________________ 
 
6.  What grade do you teach? _________________ 
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APPENDIX C 
PRINCIPAL PERMISSION FORM – READING FIRST SCHOOL 
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Date 
 
Dear__________________, 
 
 I am currently a graduate student at the University of Central Florida and am 
beginning research for a dissertation under the supervision of Drs. Larry Holt and Rick 
DuVall. The purpose of my study is to examine the benefits of Reading First strategies 
for Hispanic students. My intention is to compare pre- and post- GRADE test scores 
between two samples of Hispanic students. Those students in the Reading First school 
will serve as the experimental group and will be compared to a control group of non-
Reading First students. Additionally, I plan to correlate DIBELS, FCAT, and GRADE 
scores to determine if these tests might have predictive validity for this population of 
students. As a secondary part of the study, the Collective Teacher Efficacy Scale (CTES) 
will be given to teachers in both Reading First and non-Reading First schools.  Scores 
from the CTES will be correlated with the GRADE results. 
 
 Your school was selected due to its demographic characteristics, ESOL 
population, and participation in Reading First. Your permission is being requested to 
support the participation of a sample of students in grades two through five. To be 
selected for the study, the students must be Hispanic, have demonstrated a CALP level of 
3 during the fall or an earlier administration of the BVAT, have both May 2004 and May 
2005 GRADE scores available on Data Warehouse, not be identified as participants in 
Exceptional Student Education, show no previous retentions, and have had no past 
instruction in Spanish literacy. It is estimated that the sample size will be approximately 
40 to 50 students. To participate, I would request that you release student identification 
numbers for your LEP population to allow selection of the sample and then obtain test 
scores from Data Warehouse. The only request I would make of your staff would be the 
release of DIBELS scores for the sample of students. For the second element of the study, 
your teachers would be mailed the12-item Collective Teacher Efficacy Scale and a very 
brief questionnaire. This will require 10 minutes or less of their time and their consent 
would be requested for participation in the study. As the principal, you will not be asked 
to complete any forms or provide any additional information other that described in this 
letter. Your staff would not be asked to participate in the sample selection. 
 
 The district’s Research Oversight Committee has approved this research. Strict 
confidentiality will be maintained and all data pertaining to student scores and teacher 
responses will remain anonymous. Scores will be analyzed as group data. All data 
gathered for this study will be kept in a locked file with only the researcher having 
access.  
 
 I am excited about this research as findings could have positive educational 
implications for our students learning English as their second language. The results could 
also provide insight into the relationship between instructional methodology and 
teachers’ beliefs about their school and teaching. If you choose to give permission or not 
to support your school’s participation, please sign and return this letter to me. If you have 
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any questions, please feel free to call me at (239) 566-1675. Thank you very much for 
your consideration. 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
L. Van Hylemon 
 
____I have read the description of the proposed study.  
____I give permission for the release of student identification numbers for the LEP   
    population. 
____I request a copy of the data analysis. 
____I do not give permission for the release of any student identification numbers. 
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 APPENDIX D 
PRINCIPAL PERMISSION FORM – NONREADING FIRST SCHOOL 
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Date 
 
Dear__________________, 
 
 I am currently a graduate student at the University of Central Florida and am 
undertaking research for a dissertation under the supervision of Drs. Larry Holt and Rick 
DuVall. The purpose of my study is to examine the benefits of Reading First strategies 
for Hispanic students. My intention is to compare pre- and post- GRADE test scores 
between two samples of Hispanic students. Those students in the Reading First school 
will serve as the experimental group and will be compared to a control group of non-
Reading First students. Additionally, I plan to correlate DIBELS, FCAT, and GRADE 
scores to determine if these tests may have predictive validity for this population of 
students. As a secondary part of the study, the Collective Teacher Efficacy Scale (CTES) 
will be given to teachers in both Reading First and non-Reading First schools.  Scores 
from the CTES will be correlated with the GRADE results. 
 
 Your school was selected due to its demographic characteristics and ESOL 
population. Your permission is being requested to support the participation of a sample of 
students in grades two through five. To be selected for the study, the students must be 
Hispanic, have demonstrated a CALP level of 3 during the fall or earlier administration 
of the BVAT, have both May 2004 and May 2005 GRADE scores available on Data 
Warehouse, not be identified as participants in Exceptional Student Education, show no 
previous retentions, and have had no past instruction in Spanish literacy. It is estimated 
that the sample size will be approximately 40 to 50 students. To participate, I would 
request that you release student identification numbers for your LEP population to allow 
selection of the sample and then obtain test scores from Data Warehouse. For the second 
element of the study, your teachers would be mailed the12-item Collective Teacher 
Efficacy Scale and a very brief questionnaire. This will require 10 minutes or less of their 
time and their consent would be requested for participation in the study. As the principal, 
you will not be asked to complete any forms or provide any additional information other 
that noted in this letter.  
 
 The district’s Research Oversight Committee has approved this research. Strict 
confidentiality will be maintained and all data pertaining to student scores and teacher 
responses will remain anonymous. All data gathered for this study will be kept in a 
locked file with only the researcher having access.  
 
 I am excited about this research as findings could have positive educational 
implications for our students learning English as their second language. The results could 
also provide insight into the relationship between curriculum and teachers’ beliefs about 
their school and teaching. If you choose to give permission or not to support your 
school’s participation, please sign and return this letter to me. If you have any questions, 
please feel free to call me at (239) 566-1675. Thank you very much for your 
consideration. 
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Sincerely, 
 
 
 
L. Van Hylemon 
 
____I have read the description of the proposed study.  
____I give permission for the release of student identification numbers for the LEP   
    population. 
____I request a copy of the data analysis. 
____I do not give permission for the release of any student identification numbers. 
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Date 
 
Dear Teacher: 
 
I am a graduate student at the University of Central Florida and am currently working on 
a dissertation. As a part of my research, I am interested in the relationship between 
curriculum and collective teacher efficacy (CTE). CTE is defined as teachers’ collective 
beliefs that they can positively influence student learning at their school. Such beliefs 
have been found to have a positive relationship with student achievement. A second part 
of my research will compare the reading achievement of Hispanic students in Reading 
First and non-Reading First schools.  I am asking you to participate in the study by 
completing a brief questionnaire and the 12-item Collective Teacher Efficacy Scale 
(CTES). This will likely require less than 10 minutes of your time. You do not have to 
answer any question you do not wish to answer. Your responses will be kept confidential 
and your identity will be anonymous. I do not ask that you place you name on either the 
questionnaire or the CTES. 
 
There are no anticipated risks, compensation, or other direct benefits to you as a 
participant in this study. You are free to withdraw your consent to participate in the study 
at any time.  
If you have any questions about the study, please contact me at (239) 566-1675. My 
dissertation co-chairs are Dr. Larry Holt and Dr. Richard DuVall. Any questions or 
concerns you may have about research participants’ rights may be directed to the 
UCFIRB office, University of Central Florida Office of Research, Orlando Tech Center, 
12443 Research Parkway, Suite 207, Orlando, Florida 32826. The phone number is (407) 
823-2901. 
 
Please sign and return this letter in the enclosed envelope, along with the questionnaire 
and CTES if you agree to participate. A second copy of this letter is provided for your 
records. By signing this letter, you give me permission to compile your responses with 
those of other teachers and report the results anonymously in the final manuscript. Thank 
you very much for your consideration.  
Sincerely, 
L. Van Hylemon 
 
________I have read the description of the study and the procedures above. 
  _____I voluntarily agree to complete the questionnaire and CTES. 
  _____I would like to receive a copy of the final analysis of the data. 
  _____I would not like to receive a copy of the final analysis of the data. 
 
_______________________________________/____________________ 
          Participant                                                                Date 
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